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Abstract 
  Women’s intra-gender hostility has been the focus of attention in both the popular media and 
scholarly literature. However, important gaps still remain in our understanding of the construct 
validity, causes of, and contextual factors influencing this process. Thus I investigate  the following 
under-explored questions in this thesis: a) is intra-gender hostility a form of conflict unique to women, 
or are similar processes also evident among men?; b) do the unique identity pressures women face as 
a lower status group contribute to their intra-gender hostility?; and c) what contextual factors modify 
women’s intra-gender hostility? 
  In Chapter 3, I find that men and women report similar levels of attitudinal intra-gender 
hostility, indicating that it is not a form of intra-group conflict more commonly faced by women. I 
also demonstrate that the factor structure of men and women’s intra- and inter-gender hostility are 
distinct, suggesting that intra-gender hostility is a form of intra-group conflict rather than an 
expression of general negativity. Building on this in Chapter 4, I provide more convincing evidence 
that women’s intra-gender hostility reflects and potentially reinforces their disadvantaged position. 
Specifically, I demonstrate that women’s intra-gender hostility is related to the unique identity 
pressures they face as a lower status group and factors which reflect and potentially reinforce their 
disadvantaged position (i.e. sexual competitiveness regarding attractiveness, hostile sexism, private 
collective self-esteem). In contrast, men’s intra-gender hostility was uniquely related to factors which 
reflect and reinforce their higher status position (i.e. hostility toward men). This suggests that men and 
women’s intra-gender hostility may function in complementary ways to reinforce the gender-related 
status hierarchy. 
  In Chapter 5, I further investigate how women’s unique identity pressures contribute to their 
intra-gender hostility. I replicate findings from previous research that women who more (versus less) 
strongly endorse hostile and, to a lesser extent, benevolent sexism, demonstrate greater intra-gender 
hostility toward non-traditional women. However, I extend these findings by demonstrating that 
collective threat (the concern that the poor behaviour of an ingroup will be generalised to a negative 
stereotype of the entire group Cohen & Garcia, 2005); partially explains hostile (but not benevolent) 
sexists’ intra-gender hostility. This provides further evidence that the unique identity pressures 
women face contribute to their intra-gender hostility, and preliminary evidence to suggest that unique 
identity pressures related to gender-role appropriate behaviour and maintaining a positive social 
identity can influence women’s attitudes toward and treatment of other women in certain 
circumstances. 
  Finally in Chapter 6, I investigate the social psychological factors which may contextually 
activate or attenuate women’s intra-gender hostility in the face of social identity threat. I replicate 
findings from previous research that higher gender identifying women demonstrate a greater concern 
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for women as a group; while lower identifiers report greater intra-gender hostility. I also demonstrate 
that women report greater intra-gender hostility when group boundaries are permeable (versus 
impermeable) and individual advancement is possible. Contrary to expectations, the extent to which 
gender discrimination was perceived as legitimate (i.e. fair and deserved) and stable (i.e. enduring or 
likely to change) did not impact women’s intra-gender hostility. This suggests that women’s intra-
gender hostility can also represent an individual mobility response to social identity threat under 
certain circumstances. 
  In summary, the present thesis advances our understanding of women’s intra-gender hostility 
by providing more definitive evidence that intra-gender hostility is a form of intra-group conflict 
among both men and women (Chapter 3) which serves to reinforce the gender-related status hierarchy 
(Chapters 4 and 5) and can represent multiple motivations, including status maintenance (Chapters 4 
and 5) and individual mobility (Chapter 6). 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
 “Female friendships have been the bedrock of women’s lives for as long as there have been 
women.” – Rebecca Traister 
“There’s a special place in hell for women who don’t help each other.” – Madeleine Albright 
 The quotes above illustrate the positive and negative impact women can have on each 
other. On one hand, the astounding power and positive impact of women’s same-sex 
friendships and solidarity is highlighted as a source of joy and support. At the interpersonal 
level, women report that their female friendships are intimate and important (Aries & 
Johnson, 1983), are a source of mutual support, help to enhance their self-worth, and lead to 
personal growth and self-discovery (Johnson & Aries, 1983). At the structural level, women’s 
networks mobilise political action. Participation in same-sex feminist groups aid in the 
creation of a collective feminist identity (Whittier, 1995) and the growth of collective 
political force (Hercus, 2005). Outside of contexts associated with collective action, women’s 
friendships encourage forms of agency that they are deprived of in mixed-gender contexts 
(Marcus, 2007). As such, they provide a safe space to subvert sexist imagery (Green, 1998), 
and challenge patriarchy and traditional gender roles (Bachmann, 2014). Collectively, these 
findings suggest that women’s solidarity and same-sex friendships fulfil important 
psychological and social needs, help them cope with their disadvantaged status, and catalyse 
social change.  
  However, women’s same-sex interactions, evaluations, and treatment of each other 
are not always positive. There is a growing body of evidence demonstrating a propensity for 
women to derogate and devalue each other (Mancl, 2006; Vaillancourt & Sharma, 2011), to 
be unsupportive of each other (Derks, Ellemers, van Laar, & de Groot, 2011; Derks, van 
Laar, Ellemers, & de Groot, 2011), and to endorse negative attitudes about women as a group 
(Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995). I refer to these negative attitudes and behaviours as ‘intra-
gender hostility’, which is operationalised as the endorsement of negative attitudes about - 
and/or the enactment of negative behaviours toward - members of your gender.  
  Madeleine Albright’s ire toward women who fail to support each other is not entirely 
unwarranted. There is evidence that women’s intra-gender hostility predicts poorer 
interpersonal relationships with other women (Cowan & Ullman, 2006) and lower collective 
action intentions (Kelly & Breinlinger, 1995). Intra-gender hostility also has the potential to 
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reinforce prejudicial attitudes toward women, as criticisms of women by women are 
perceived as more credible than men’s criticisms of women (Sutton, Elder, & Douglas, 2006) 
and are less likely to be identified as gender biased (Baron, Burgess, & Kao, 1991). Women’s 
intra-gender hostility is also positively associated with victim blaming (Lonsway & 
Fitzgerald, 1995), emotional dependence on men, and a greater acceptance of interpersonal 
violence (Cowan, Neighbors, DeLaMoreaux, & Behnke, 1998) suggesting that their hostility 
may both reflect and perpetuate women’s disadvantaged status. 
  Although there have been steps taken in understanding the nature and causes of 
women’s intra-gender hostility, important gaps in the literature remain. I address three under-
explored questions in this thesis: a) is intra-gender hostility a form of conflict more 
commonly experienced by women, or are similar processes also evident among men?; b) do 
the unique identity pressures women face as a lower status group contribute to their intra-
gender hostility?; and c) what contextual factors modify women’s intra-gender hostility? 
Although research has begun to address these questions, more needs to be done to clarify 
current conceptualisations of intra-gender hostility and deepen our understanding of the 
factors influencing this process. 
  Across two chapters, I review literature examining these questions, and discuss the 
specific gaps addressed in this thesis. Chapter 1 provides an overview of the multiple, 
disparate literatures which have examined women’s intra-gender hostility. Specifically, I 
summarise research examining the multiple operationalisations, causes of, and contexts in 
which intra-gender hostility has been documented. I then identify and discuss the gaps in 
these literatures which are addressed in the present thesis. Chapter 2 provides an overview of 
Social Identity Theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) as it relates to the study of women’s 
intra-gender hostility. Specifically, I define SIT and discuss its utility in understanding when 
lower status groups accept or challenge inequality, before summarising recent empirical work 
which has applied SIT to women’s intra-gender hostility. I then identify other facets of SIT 
which have not yet been examined in relation to women’s intra-gender hostility, and discuss 
how examining these might further our understanding of its nature and causes. I finish with 
an overview of the questions addressed and studies report in the present thesis. 
The Prevalence and Expression of Women’s Intra-Gender Hostility 
  Women’s intra-gender hostility has been documented in multiple contexts, but the 
context that has received most attention is the workplace. This work has shown a tendency 
for women to treat their subordinate female workers in a harsher fashion than subordinate 
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male workers, a phenomenon referred to as the Queen Bee effect (Staines, Tavris, & 
Jayaratne, 1974). An example of this is the tendency for female advisors to downplay the 
commitment of female students at university. In two field studies, Ellemers, van den Heuvel, 
de Gilder, Maass, and Bonvini (2004) examined possible explanations for the 
underrepresentation of women in academia: 1) that due to their dual responsibilities at home 
and work, women might be objectively less committed to their work and therefore less 
successful than their male colleagues, or; 2) that due to gender stereotyping, women are 
perceived as less committed and therefore less suitable for a scientific career to those who 
have to select and encourage young academics. Even though male and female doctoral 
students reported similar levels of career and organisational commitment, female (but not 
male) academics believed that female students were less committed than male students.  
  This gender gap in perceived commitment was subsequently found to exist in a 
diverse range of organizations in The Netherlands, particularly among women who reported 
relatively lower ingroup identification with being a woman, and who themselves reported 
relatively high amounts of gender discrimination in their careers (Derks, Ellemers et al., 
2011). This subset of women also described themselves using more masculine characteristics, 
and reported greater personal career commitment than women in general. In a second study 
among female police officers in the Netherlands, Derks, van Laar et al. (2011) found 
experimental evidence for the role of some of these processes: Women with relatively low 
gender identification who were primed with gender bias (versus no gender bias) reported 
more masculine self-descriptions, and were more likely to deny the existence of gender 
discrimination. More recently, Kaiser and Spalding (2015) tested whether female participants 
provided more helpful cues on a gibberish sentence task to a female versus male confederate 
after being assigned the role of a manager in the lab. In contexts where women were 
underrepresented, women who reported lower gender identification provided less helpful 
clues to the female (versus male) confederate on the task than higher identifiers, 
demonstrating a preference for male subordinates. 
  Recent evidence also suggests that Queen Bee behaviours can manifest in terms of 
women’s support for gender-related affirmative action. In two recent correlational studies 
conducted in Switzerland (Study 1) and Albania (Study 2), Faniko, Ellemers, Derks, and 
Lorenzi-Cioldi (2017) found that women managers were reluctant to support organisational 
policies that would improve professional opportunities for junior women. However, they 
were more supportive of initiatives that would benefit women who held the same 
organisational rank as them. This suggests that Queen Bees resist measures which are meant 
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to enhance gender equality, thereby reinforcing the status quo in which women hold token 
positions in management. 
 Overall, Queen Bee behaviours manifest in three broad ways: a) masculine self-
presentation; b) physically and psychologically distancing from other women; and c) by 
endorsing and legitimising gender inequality. It is important to note, however, that although 
individual Queen Bee behaviours by themselves may not be (or seem) harmful, it is the 
combination of these behaviours with the goal of achieving individual success at the expense 
of other women that make up the Queen Bee effect (Derks, van Laar, & Ellemers, 2016).  
  Outside the workplace, intra-gender hostility has been documented among teenage 
girls in their peer groups. Girls have been shown to denigrate their female peers out of 
jealousy and anger (Besag, 2006), to derogate other girls who act inappropriately and threaten 
the perpetrator’s popularity (Merten, 1997), and to exclude or spread false rumours about 
other girls to create close personal relationships with their same-sex peers (Owens, Shute, & 
Slee, 2000). In this context, intra-gender hostility is usually expressed indirectly, and can 
include gossip, sarcasm, ostracism, and staring at someone in a threatening or ‘nasty’ manner 
(Shute, Owens, & Slee, 2002).  
  Intra-gender hostility also manifests in women’s same-sex friendships. Although 
female friendships are a source of joy for many women (Aries & Johnson, 1983), a darker 
side of these relationships emerge when it comes to social comparison regarding 
attractiveness and vying for the attention of men. When asked to recall a time they had 
deceived and been deceived by a same-sex friend, 15% of respondents reported incidences 
involving mating rivalry, more so than any other category (Bleske & Shackelford, 2001). 
Women’s sexual competitiveness can manifest in several ways, such as derogating a 
competitor’s appearance to make members of their own sex undesirable to men (Buss & 
Dedden, 1990), and exhibiting negative behaviours toward a sexually provocative (versus 
conservative) female confederate (looking her over, making negative comments about her, 
and laughing at/about her once she left the room; Vaillancourt & Sharma, 2011).  
Under (Identity) Pressure: The Causes of Intra-Gender Hostility 
  Although enormous strides have been made toward achieving gender equality in the 
last century, sexism and discrimination against women is still pervasive. Women are poorly 
represented in leadership roles relative to men (Merens & Hermans, 2009) and elicit backlash 
from observers when they do achieve these positions (Rudman, 1998; Rudman & Glick, 
1999). Women are targets of sexist attitudes which restrict their acceptable roles and 
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behaviours in society (Glick & Fiske, 1996). They are frequently confronted with negative 
stereotypes about their competence (Cejka & Eagly, 1999) and rationality (King, Ussher, & 
Perz, 2014), and experience immense cultural pressure to be physically attractive (Schlenker, 
Caron, & Halteman, 1998) and to value romantic relationships (DePaulo & Morris, 2006). Of 
particular relevance to this thesis, there is evidence that women’s membership in a devalued 
social group influences their perceptions and treatment of other women. Below, I summarise 
three broad lines of research linking some of the unique identity pressures women face as a 
lower status group to their intra-gender hostility. 
Competitiveness 
  There is evidence that women’s intra-gender hostility stems from the fact that they 
view other women as competitors for desired resources. This manifests in multiple contexts. 
At work, women may experience greater levels of competitive threat with other women 
because they have access to fewer resources than men (e.g. power, opportunities; Catalyst, 
2012a). Further, women who do gain access to these resources and achieve higher status 
positions often hold token status, thus creating the perception that there is limited room for 
women at the top (Kanter, 1977). This is supported by findings that competitive behaviours 
and interpersonal hostility increase when resources and opportunities are scarce (Hill, 
Rodeheffer, Griskevicius, Durante, & White, 2012).  
  There are also evolutionary and social psychological mechanisms related to physical 
attractiveness and partner selection which may increase the likelihood that women will view 
each other as rivals. Parental Investment Theory (Trivers, 1972) describes the evolutionary 
pressures that contribute to the traits and characteristics women and men prize in prospective 
mates. This perspective proposes that female-female hostility represents competition 
regarding mate selection, and women’s evolutionary need to compete against one another to 
secure an optimal mate.  Men have evolved to select mates on the basis of fertility and 
reproductive value to ensure the reproductive success of their offspring and the continuation 
of their genetic line.  This selection process is based on an appraisal of women’s physical 
appearance, and a preference for features that indicated fertility, such as shiny hair, 
unwrinkled skin, large eyes, small nose, full lips (Etcoff, 1999), a smaller waist-to-hip ratio 
(Streeter & McBurney, 2003) and a lower BMI (Tassinary & Hansen, 1998). Thus, a youthful 
appearance is a key point of competition among women (Cashdan, 1998), and women have 
evolved to compete with each other in regards to attractiveness and sexual availability by 
enhancing their own physical attractiveness and derogating the attractiveness of other women 
(Schmitt & Buss, 1996).  
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  From a social psychological perspective, this hostility may also reflect societal 
pressures placed on women to focus on their physical appearance (Fredrickson & Roberts, 
1997; Schlenker, Caron, & Halteman, 1998) and value romantic relationships (DePaulo & 
Morris, 2006) even at the cost of their own personal aspirations (Blakemore, Lawton, & 
Vartanian, 2003). Objectification Theory (Fredrickson & Roberts, 1997) describes the 
negative psychological consequences women experience as a result of the sociocultural 
sexual objectification of the female body. Sexual objectification of young women is highly 
prevalent in modern industrialised societies, with women being targeted by a sexually 
objectifying event roughly once every two days, and witnessing sexual objectification of 
others once a day (Holland, Koval, Stratemeyer, Thomson, & Haslam, 2016). In contrast, 
men are sexually objectified far less than women (Loughnan & Pacilli, 2014).  
  Interestingly, women who received an objectifying gaze from a male confederate 
were more motivated to engage in subsequent interactions with them, but the same was not 
true for men who were objectified by a female confederate (Gervais, Vescio, & Allen, 2011). 
This suggests that men’s objectification provides women with an opportunity to feel 
attractive and have their appearance validated (Breines, Crocker, & Garcia, 2008; Calogero, 
Herbozo, & Thompson, 2009). Because of cultural pressures which drive this need for 
validation, women may view each other as rivals and possible ‘obstacles’ to proving their 
attractiveness and relational worth. This is evidenced by the fact that women report 
derogating a competitor’s appearance as a tactic to make members of their own sex 
undesirable to men (Buss & Dedden, 1990), and are more upset than men when imagining a 
same-sex friend enhancing their physical appearance (Bleske & Shackleford, 2001). Further, 
women’s perceptions of rivalry with same-sex friends differ systematically as a function of 
perceived differences in attractiveness. Using real-life female friendship dyads, Bleske-
Rechek and Lighthall (2010) found that any perceived difference in attractiveness between 
the two friends was significantly associated with mating rivalry. In pairs where one friend 
was identified by both women as being ‘less attractive’, this woman reported more rivalry in 
their friendship than their more attractive counterpart. Similarly, Loya, Cowan, and Walters 
(2006) found that women’s hostility toward other women can be activated in particular 
contexts as a result of social comparison regarding physical attractiveness. The authors found 
that women’s attitudinal intra-gender hostility was significantly higher when exposed to 
images of attractive and average women, providing preliminary support for the contextual 
activation of hostility toward women in specific circumstances where body consciousness 
and attractiveness are made salient. 
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Internalisation of Sexism 
  Women are the targets of sexist attitudes which restrict their acceptable roles and 
behaviours, and influence their attitudes toward women as a group. Ambivalent Sexism 
Theory (Glick & Fiske, 1996) suggests that sexism against women comprises two elements.  
Hostile sexism is an adversarial ideology in which women are perceived as seeking to subvert 
men’s structural power and to control them through female sexuality or feminist ideology. 
Not surprisingly, men’s hostile sexism predicts negative evaluations of non-traditional 
women who threaten their status (e.g. feminists, career women; Glick, Diebold, Bailey-
Werner, & Zhu, 1997; Masser & Abrams, 2004), a greater tolerance for sexual harassment 
(Russell & Trigg, 2004; Begany & Milburn, 2002), and greater tolerance for domestic 
violence against women (Glick, Sakalli-Ugurlu, Ferreira, & Aguiar De Souza, 2002).  
  In contrast, to hostile sexism, benevolent sexism is a subjectively favourable ideology 
which offers protection and affection toward women who embrace traditional gender roles. 
Although benevolent sexism encompasses seemingly positive attitudes about women, these 
beliefs reinforce women’s disadvantaged position by relegating them to roles which are 
afforded lower status and power. For example, men’s endorsement of benevolent sexism 
predicts more favourable evaluations of traditional women who reinforce the gender-related 
status hierarchy (Glick et al., 1997), and negative evaluations of women who violate specific 
prescriptive elements of the traditional feminine stereotype (e.g. nurturing behaviour; Viki, 
Massey, & Masser, 2005). Thus, these sexist ideologies contribute to the unique identity 
pressures women face as a lower status group and reinforce their lower status relative to men. 
  Interestingly, women’s internalisation of these patriarchal biases has been linked to 
their intra-gender hostility. Women’s endorsement of hostile and benevolent sexism is 
positively associated with their general negative attitudes about women as a group (Forbes, 
Adams-Curtis, & White, 2004). Though not looking at sexist attitudes specifically, Abrams, 
Marques, Bown, and Henson (2000) demonstrated that women negatively evaluate ingroup 
members who fail to conform to traditional gender roles, indicating that a desire to police 
women’s gender appropriate behaviour underpins their intra-gender hostility in certain 
circumstances. 
  Relatedly, there is evidence that women’s intra-gender hostility may also be a 
function of social devaluation that results from exposure to cultural messages and negative 
stereotypes which diminish the value of feminine characteristics (Cowan & Ullman, 2006). 
Although people generally associate more positive traits with women compared to men 
(known as the ‘women are wonderful’ effect; Eagly, Mladinic & Otto, 1991; Eagly & 
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Mladinic, 1994), women are the targets of numerous negative stereotypes which draw the 
worth of their group into question and justify their lower status position (e.g. women are 
emotional; Jones, Farina, Hastorf, Markus, Miller, & Scott, 1984). That women’s 
membership in a perceived devalued social group affects their identity is evidenced by 
women reporting poorer collective self-esteem than men (Katz, Joiner, & Kwon, 2002). 
Further, women who report lower collective self-esteem also report higher levels of women’s 
hostility toward women (HTW; Cowan et al., 1998), indicating that their evaluations of other 
women and the perceived worth and value of their group are interconnected. 
 Social Roles 
  Finally, there is evidence that women’s intra-gender hostility is the result of role 
incongruity toward agentic women. Role Congruity Theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002) suggests 
that prejudice toward female leaders occurs because inconsistencies exist between the 
characteristics associated with the female gender stereotype (e.g. warm, nice, communal) and 
those associated with typical leadership (e.g. decisive, assertive, competent). Thus, women 
who are agentic and competitive violate prescriptive gender stereotypes that they should be 
warm, generous, and socially skilled. These women are subsequently penalised for behaving 
agentically by both men and women. This backlash effect (Rudman, 1998) results in more 
negative interpersonal evaluations of agentic women relative to agentic men (Okimoto & 
Brescoll, 2010), more negative evaluations of agentic female job applicants, and more 
discriminatory hiring decisions (Rudman & Glick, 1999; Rudman & Glick, 2001). There is 
even evidence for shifting hiring criteria when it comes to agentic female applicants, such 
that social skills predict hiring decisions more than competence for agentic women, whereas 
competence receives more weight than social skills for all other applicants (i.e. communal 
women, communal and agentic men; Phelan, Moss-Racusin, & Rudman, 2008). Thus, the 
prescription for female niceness is an implicit belief that penalises gender-atypical women.  
  Interestingly, there is evidence that women can evaluate agentic women and female 
leaders more punitively than men. Garcia-Retamero and Lopez-Zafra (2006) asked 
participants to evaluate a male or female candidate for a leadership role in a gender-role 
congruent (clothing manufacturing) or incongruent industry (auto manufacturing). As 
expected, participants reported greater prejudice against the female candidate, particularly 
when she worked in a gender-incongruent industry. However, female participants 
demonstrated greater prejudice toward the female gender-incongruent candidate than male 
participants. This suggests that prejudice against female leaders stems from incongruity 
between the feminine gender role and leadership roles, and that in certain circumstances, 
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women are more sensitive to these violations than men. 
  Beyond sexist evaluations of agentic women, women might also be motivated to 
distance themselves from agentic women because they violate expectations for female 
solidarity (Mavin, 2006; Sheppard & Aquino, 2014). That is, women may feel that agentic 
and competitive women are primarily concerned with their individual success and care little 
about the success of their female colleagues. This perspective is supported by evidence that 
women hold their same-sex friends to a higher standard of loyalty and solidarity than men 
(Hall, 2011) and feel more betrayed by their friends’ actions than men (Felmlee, Sweet, & 
Sinclair, 2012). Compared to males, female children and adolescents are more likely to value 
harmony and the appearance of equality among their same-sex peers (Rose & Rudolph, 2006; 
Schneider, Benenson, Fulop, Berkics, & Sandor, 2011), tend to be more collaborative and 
intimate (Strough & Berg, 2000), and tend to endorse communal goals such as helping and 
supporting each other (Rose & Asher, 2004). As an ironic consequence, girls report negative 
reactions to other girls who are perceived to compete or claim superiority over other girls 
(Goodwin, 1990), and report more negative feelings than boys when they outperform their 
same-gender friends in academics and romance (Benenson & Schinazi, 2004). Similar 
tendencies have also been observed in adulthood. Compared to men, women strive for 
collaboration and avoid conflict in their intra-gender relationships (Moskowitz, Suh, & 
Desauliners, 1994), observe conversational rituals that downplay their superiority and 
establish a sense of equality with same-sex peers (Tannen, 1990), and regard intra-gender 
competition as less desirable and more problematic (Young, Kesebir, & Pillutla, 2016). Thus, 
women who fail to meet expectations of female solidarity and collaboration may (somewhat 
ironically) become targets of intra-gender hostility.  
Empirical Gaps Addressed in the Present Thesis 
  Having discussed the prevalence, expression, and causes of women’s intra-gender 
hostility, I will now outline the gaps in these literatures which are addressed in the present 
thesis. Each sub-section is organized according to the research questions I posed at the 
beginning of this chapter regarding the construct validity and causes of women’s intra-gender 
hostility. 
Is Intra-Gender Hostility More Commonly Faced by Women, or Are Similar Processes 
Also Evident Among Men? 
  Because women’s intra-gender hostility has been documented in numerous settings 
and manifests in many ways, it is easy to conceptualise intra-gender hostility as a form of 
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conflict and animosity which disproportionately affects women. But although women’s intra-
gender hostility undeniably exists, it is also undeniable that males also engage in intra-gender 
hostility. Men compete with each other over status and resources, and use self-enhancement 
and derogation tactics that are linked to possession of resources, social status, ambition, 
industriousness, and physical prowess to attract female partners (Buss & Dedden, 1990). Lee 
and Brotheridge (2011) found that both male and female participants reported being belittled, 
undermined, and verbally abused primarily by same-sex colleagues and superiors at work. 
Further, gender-role atypical men are negatively evaluated by other men (Abrams et al., 
2000) and are often the targets of homophobic bullying (Rivers & Duncan, 2002; Phoenix, 
Frosh, & Pattman, 2003). However, there has been limited empirical research directly 
comparing rates of intra-gender hostility among men and women, and so it remains an open 
question whether there is a problem that disproportionately affects women.  
  One possibility is that women enact and experience greater intra-gender hostility than 
men, and that they do this because of the unique identity pressures they face as a lower status 
group. As reviewed above, it could be that intra-gender hostility is greater among women 
because women face certain psychological pressures more than men (e.g. objectification, 
sexism, feminine social roles).  
  An alternative possibility is that same-sex conflict is relatively equal among men and 
women, but that there are biases in the way people perceive and evaluate women’s same-sex 
conflict which may give the impression that it occurs more frequently than it really does. For 
example, Sheppard and Aquino (2013) found that third-party observers perceived an instance 
of female-female workplace conflict as having more negative implications than male-male 
and opposite sex conflict (i.e. less relationship repair, lower job satisfaction, lower affective 
commitment, and higher turnover rates). This suggests that people perceive women’s intra-
gender hostility as more problematic than other forms of conflict. 
  At the cultural level, Ringrose (2006) provides evidence for the sensationalisation of 
‘mean girls’, highlighting how numerous media outlets focus on ‘girl to girl cruelty’, and 
girls’ purportedly rampant and ever-increasing use of gossip and rumours to manipulate and 
hurt other girls. A cursory examination of popular culture highlights this trend. Numerous 
popular books focus on the prevalence and detrimental effects of women’s intra-gender 
hostility, including Queen Bees and Wannabees: Helping Your Daughter Survive Cliques, 
Gossip, Boyfriends, and Other Realities of Adolescence (Wiseman, 2002); Women’s 
Inhumanity to Women (Chesler, 2009); Catfight: Why Women Compete With Each Other 
(Tanenbaum, 2003), and The Twisted Sisterhood: Unravelling the Dark Legacy of Female 
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Friendships (Valen, 2010). This trend is also evident is popular movies and television shows 
which often focus on women’s problematic relationships with each other, such as Mean 
Girls, Gossip Girl, America’s Next Top Model, Real Housewives, and Pretty Little Liars. 
 The propensity to locate intra-gender hostility as a ‘women’s problem’ has resulted is 
less systematic consideration of whether similar processes manifest among men at similar 
rates to women. Consequently, it is difficult to ascertain the nature and extent of any gender 
differences in endorsing intra-gender hostility, and it remains unclear if intra-gender hostility 
is a problem more commonly faced by women. The only investigation which has directly 
compared the prevalence of men and women’s intra-gender hostility demonstrated that this 
process is not unique to women. Faniko, Ellemers, and Derks (2016) found that male and 
female managers both felt that they were more committed to their careers and more 
masculine than their same-gender subordinates, and reported similar levels of career 
commitment and masculinity as each other. However, it is important to replicate these 
findings using different operationalisations of intra-gender hostility.  
  Faniko et al.’s (2016) findings indicate that Queen Bee and ‘Alpha Male’ responses at 
work are related to organisational position, not gender. However, other manifestations of 
intra-gender hostility may be more prevalent among women than men. Numerous studies 
(Cowan et al., 1998; Cowan, 2000; Cowan & Ullman, 2006; Forbes et al., 2004) have 
examined women’s HTW, defined as the tendency for women to view other members of their 
gender as having negative characteristics, such as deceitfulness, dislikeability, and as being a 
source of frustration (Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995). This form of ingroup rejection occurs as 
a result of false consciousness (Jost & Banaji, 1994) whereby women adopt misogynistic 
cultural beliefs that devalue their gender and reinforce their lower status (Piggot, 2004). This 
explanation is supported by evidence that women’s HTW is positively associated with beliefs 
that may perpetuate their disadvantaged status, including victim blaming (Lonsway & 
Fitzgerald, 1995), emotional dependence on men, and a greater acceptance of interpersonal 
violence (Cowan et al., 1998). It may be that women more strongly endorse forms of intra-
gender hostility which reflect negative affect toward and beliefs about their gender compared 
to men. This is because women, unlike men, encounter and subsequently internalise negative 
beliefs about their gender which justify and reinforce their lower status position. But because 
men do not face these same identity pressures, they may not endorse these negative 
perceptions about their gender as strongly. Thus, comparing the prevalence of attitudinal 
intra-gender hostility among men and women will further clarify whether women’s intra-
gender hostility is a form of conflict that women more commonly experience, or if both men 
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and women engage in this process. If the former is substantiated, this would suggest that 
intra-gender hostility is a form of intra-group conflict which disproportionately affects 
women, and is indicative of their lower status position. If the latter is substantiated, this 
would further suggest that intra-gender hostility may have negative intra- and inter-group 
consequences for both genders. I address this issue in Chapter 3 by systematically comparing 
men and women’s endorsement of attitudinal intra-gender hostility; that is the extent to which 
men and women endorse general, negative beliefs about other members of their gender.  
Is Intra-Gender Hostility Distinct From Inter-Gender Hostility? 
  Previous research has differentiated women’s intra-gender hostility from their 
propensity to react aggressively to people and situations more generally (Cowan et al., 1998; 
Cowan & Ullman, 2006). However, the disproportionate empirical emphasis on intra-gender 
hostility among women has resulted in little consideration given to differentiating these 
general attitudes from inter-gender hostility. That is, it is unclear whether attitudinal intra-
gender hostility represents specific, negative attitudes that men and women endorse about 
their own gender, rather than general negative attitudes endorsed about everyone regardless 
of gender.  
  Previous attempts to assess women’s intra-gender hostility have not included gender-
specific evaluations. For example, the Women’s Hostility Toward Women scale (Lonsway & 
Fitzgerald, 1995) – which has been used in research examining women’s negative ingroup 
attitudes (e.g. Cowan et al., 1998; Cowan, 2000; Cowan & Ullman, 2006; Loya et al., 2006) – 
assesses the extent to which participants feel resentful toward other women, and the extent to 
which they endorse general negative stereotypes about women as rude, irritating, and 
frustrating. Given that these characteristics are not gender specific, it might be that both men 
and women endorse the same negative beliefs regardless of target gender. This would suggest 
that intra-gender hostility is not a specific negative intra-group attitude or form of intra-group 
conflict, but rather reflects participants’ general negative attitudes about both men and 
women. Alternatively, the content and structure of men and women’s intra- and inter-gender 
hostility may be distinct because what underpins these two sets of attitudes differs for men 
and women. For example, woman may regard men as ‘rude and frustrating’ because they are 
resentful of men’s higher status and power in certain domains. In contrast, men may regard 
women as ‘rude and frustrating’ because of heterosexual hostility (the belief that women use 
their sexual allure to gain dominance over men; Glick & Fiske, 1996).  
  If the content of men and women’s attitudinal intra-gender hostility is the same as 
their inter-gender hostility, this would suggest that general negative attitudes about people 
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have been mislabelled as problematic ingroup attitudes as a function of how they have been 
assessed. Thus, women’s intra-gender hostility may not constitute a specific form of conflict 
among women. Instead, intra-gender hostility may simply reflect general biases and negative 
attitudes men and women endorse about everyone regardless of gender.  This issue is also 
addressed in Chapter 3 by examining the configural invariance of men and women’s 
attitudinal intra- and inter-gender hostility to determine whether current measures of intra-
gender hostility encapsulate specific negative attitudes toward each gender rather than 
general negative attitudes that participants endorse in relation to both men and women. 
Comparing the Causes for Men and Women: Do the Unique Identity Pressures Women 
Face as a Lower Status Group Contribute to Their Intra-Gender Hostility? 
  As discussed previously, it appears women’s intra-gender hostility is heightened by at 
least three factors: competitiveness for limited and desirable resources, internalised sexism, 
and violations of gender-congruent behaviour. The limited literature on men’s intra-gender 
hostility suggests that the causes and correlates of their intra-gender hostility reflect the 
unique identity pressures they face as a higher status group. This provides preliminary 
evidence to suggest that different factors influence men and women’s intra-gender hostility, 
and that these are tied to their relative positions in the gender-related status hierarchy. 
  Similar to women, gender-role atypical men are often the targets of intra-gender 
hostility. Men can be the victims of homophobic bullying by other men because of their 
perceived gay identity (Rivers & Duncan, 2002) or feminine self-presentation (Phoenix et al., 
2003). In this regard, intra-gender hostility is used as a control mechanism to punish peers 
who violate gender norms (Renold, 2005). Thus, similar to women, men’s internalisation of 
sexist ideologies about their gender may be associated with greater intra-gender hostility 
because men react negatively to ingroup members who violate prescriptive gender 
stereotypes and undermine male dominance and power.  
  In a similar vein, societal expectations and evolved behaviours may also contribute to 
men’s perceptions that other men prevent them from demonstrating their worth as a provider. 
According to Parental Investment Theory (Trivers, 1972), women have evolved to select 
mates on the basis of social and economic resources and a willingness to share these 
resources to ensure the livelihood of their offspring. As a result, men are more likely to 
employ self-enhancement and derogation tactics that are linked to possession of resources, 
social status, ambition, industriousness, and physical prowess (Buss & Dedden, 1990), rather 
than physical attractiveness (Bleske & Shackleford, 2001). From a social psychological 
perspective, this could also reflect traditional social expectations placed on men to act as 
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breadwinners and providers for their partners and families (Glick & Fiske, 1999), and men’s 
desire to fulfil societal ideals that they be physically adept (Morry & Staska, 2001). In this 
context, men’s intra-gender hostility may be motivated by a desire to acquire or retain social 
and economic resources which reinforce their breadwinner role and higher status position 
relative to women. 
  Although a more masculine self-description among women has been associated with 
greater intra-gender hostility (Derks, van Laar et al., 2011; Derks, Ellemers et al., 2011), the 
adoption of agentic traits positively affects men’s attitudes toward their gender. Men who 
endorse a more masculine gender role orientation also report more positive attitudes towards 
their gender across specific domains (Maltby & Day, 2001) and self-categorised traditional 
men report stronger ingroup ties and more positive gender-related affect than non-traditional 
men (Cameron & Lalonde, 2001). In contrast, men who report more feminine gender role 
orientations feel less positively about other members of their gender (Maltby & Day, 2001), 
and men who self-categorised as non-traditional reported weaker ingroup ties and more 
negative gender-related affect than traditional men (Cameron & Lalonde, 2001). 
  However, there are two pertinent gaps in these literatures. First, studies have explored 
the multiple correlates of, and motivations underpinning, men and women’s intra-gender 
hostility in separate analyses. This makes it difficult to determine if women’s intra-gender 
hostility is related to ideologies which reflect their lower status position within the gender-
related status hierarchy, or if these factors also predict men’s ingroup animosity. Comparing 
the predictors of intra-gender hostility within a single analysis, and observing a differential 
pattern of association for men and women, would provide more reliable evidence that 
women’s intra-gender hostility is related to ideologies which reflect and potentially reinforce 
their lower status. 
  Second, previous work on men’s intra-gender hostility has not considered whether it, 
like women’s, is related to ideologies which may serve to maintain the gender-related status 
hierarchy and their higher status position. A lesser focus on the broad function of men’s intra-
gender hostility may be because conflict between men is considered a relatively normal and 
expected aspect of male social behaviour (Archer, 2009; McAndrew, 2009) and is 
consequently seen as less problematic than conflict between women (Sheppard & Aquino, 
2013).  Addressing this gap may highlight another mechanism by which gender inequality is 
reinforced, and determine whether men’s intra-gender hostility is related to the unique 
identity pressures they face as a higher status group. 
  I address these issues in Chapter 4 by analysing the pattern of association between 
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factors indicative of the unique identity pressures men and women face, and their general 
negative attitudes about members of their gender. Doing this will help to clarify whether 
these intra-group processes are related to the unique identity pressure men and face, and 
function in complementary ways to maintain unequal status outcomes between the genders.  
  In the second half of this thesis, I examine other identity pressures which contribute to 
and factors which contextually modify women’s intra-gender hostility. To explore these 
points, it is necessary to consider SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) which describes multiple 
explanations for and contextual variables which influence ingroup behaviours and attitudes 
among lower status groups. In Chapter 2, I summarise recent empirical work which has 
applied SIT to women’s intra-gender hostility. I then identify other facets of SIT which have 
not yet been examined in relation to women’s intra-gender hostility, and discuss how 
examining these might further our understanding of its nature and causes. 
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Chapter 2 
Applying Social Identity Theory (SIT) to Women’s Intra-Gender Hostility 
 
  In the following chapter, I discuss the utility of applying Social Identity Theory (SIT; 
Tajfel & Turner, 1979) to the study of women’s intra-gender hostility. I first discuss the 
central tenents of SIT as it relates to our understanding of lower status groups’ reactions to 
discrimination. I then describe empirical work which has used SIT to identify the causes of 
intra-gender hostility in the workplace (i.e. the Queen Bee effect). In separate subsections, I 
then outline two facets of SIT which have yet to be applied to this area, and discuss how 
doing so might further our understanding of its causes. I finish by briefly outlining how I 
examined each other these facets in the present thesis. 
The Queen Bee Effect as a Response to Social Identity Threat 
  As discussed in Chapter 1, multiple lines of research have implicated the role of 
women unique identity pressures in their intra-gender hostility, and indicate that the inter-
gender sociostructural relationship plays a role in the creation and perpetuation of this 
hostility. Building on this, there is evidence from the Queen Bee literature that other facets of 
the relationship between men and women directly impact how women interact with one 
another.  
   Drawing on SIT, Ellemers (2001) was the first to suggest that the Queen Bee effect 
may be a consequence of social identity threat. As the name suggests, SIT makes the 
important distinction between personal and social identity. Personal identity represents the 
idiosyncratic beliefs, attitudes, emotions and memories that distinguish one’s individual self 
from others. Social identities, in contrast, reflect the beliefs, attitudes, emotions and 
memories that one draws from membership in social groups. Because individuals are 
motivated to maintain a positive self-concept (which helps enhance their self-definition) the 
value and worth of their social identities is integral to accomplishing this goal. This is 
achieved largely by engaging in favourable comparisons between the ingroup and relevant 
outgroups. However, when this need cannot be met because the ingroup is viewed negatively 
by others, individuals experience social identity threat (Steele, Spencer, & Aronson, 2002).  
   This phenomenon might be particularly salient in the workplace, where women 
frequently experience social identity threat. Women are less likely to reach higher tier 
positions in organisations than men (Merens & Hermans, 2009) and represent a small 
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minority of those who hold corporate board seats and CEO positions in the United States 
(Catalyst, 2015a, 2015b), Europe (European Commission, 2015), and Australia (Australian 
Bureau of Statistics, 2012). Furthermore, women routinely face negative stereotypes which 
reinforce their lower representation in leadership roles. Perceived gender differences in terms 
of intelligence (Cejka & Eagly, 1999), capability (Pronin, Steele, & Ross, 2004), ambition 
(Glick, Wilk, & Perreault, 1995), assertiveness (Heilman, 1983), and interest in male-
dominated professions and roles (Ceci, Williams, & Barnett, 2009) are still pervasive and 
prevent women from being perceived as suitable leaders. Organisations also tend to favour 
masculine leadership and work styles (Schein, Mueller, Lituchy, & Liu, 1996; Schein, 2007), 
meaning that men are more likely to be evaluated as effective leaders while women’s 
leadership potential goes unnoticed. These factors present a salient social identity threat to 
working women, as they indicate that their gender is a liability in their professional lives. 
   SIT posits that group members can respond to social identity threat in one of three 
ways. They can engage in collective mobility strategies, which focus on improving the 
group’s overall status and image (Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 2001). This often involves 
group members directly competing with relevant outgroups to produce real changes in the 
relative status of the two groups. Alternatively, they can employ individual mobility 
strategies, which focus on improving the individual group member’s status and image 
(Ellemers & Haslam, 2011). This involves individuals attempting to leave or distance 
themselves from the ingroup. Group members can also engage in social creativity strategies, 
which help them cope with the ingroup’s disadvantage and establish a positive social identity 
without directly challenging the status quo (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Thus, people remain 
group members but change certain aspects of the intergroup comparison to enhance positive 
distinctiveness. This can include engaging in downward comparisons with another lower 
status group (Blanton, George, & Crocker, 2001), comparing the ingroup to the outgroup on a 
dimension in which the ingroup is superior (Mummendey & Simon, 1989), or re-evaluating 
the importance or meaning of the comparison dimension (Galinsky, Hugenberg, Groom, & 
Bodenhausen, 2003). However, social creativity strategies are not examined in any of the 
empirical chapters of this thesis, and thus will not be discussed further.  
   Derks and colleagues were the first to demonstrate that Queen Bee behaviours are an 
individual mobility response to social identity threat. That is, women are more likely to enact 
Queen Bee behaviours – masculine self-description, biased perceptions of female 
subordinates’ career commitment – if they have experienced or are reminded of their personal 
experiences with gender discrimination in the workplace (Derks, Ellemers et al., 2011; Derks, 
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van Laar et al., 2011). Importantly, women who reported lower levels of ingroup 
identification were more likely to demonstrate Queen Bee responses if they had experienced 
greater gender discrimination or were reminded of these past experiences during a priming 
exercise. In contrast, high identifiers were more motivated to improve workplace 
opportunities for other women regardless of their prior experiences with or exposure to 
gender discrimination. 
  The argument that women’s intra-gender hostility is a response to social identity 
threat, and not general competitiveness or innate dislike, is strengthened by the fact that 
members of other stigmatized groups also enact ‘intra-group hostility’ and horizontal 
violence when exposed to identity-threatening information. For example, African Americans 
are more likely to inhibit aggressive responses toward White Americans when frustrated, 
while readily displacing their aggression onto other African American targets (Winslow & 
Brainerd, 1950; Wilson & Rogers, 1971). This self-group distancing can manifest more 
subtly, via African American students adopting White students’ speech patterns, and avoiding 
stereotypical African American speech and behaviours (Fordham, 2008). Similarly, gay men 
distance themselves from other ingroup members by expressing negative views of effeminate 
gay men and emphasizing their masculinity (Bishop, Kiss, Morrison, Specht, & Rushe, 2014) 
or by ‘acting straight’ (Alderson, 2014). 
Further Applying SIT to the Study of Women’s Intra-Gender Hostility 
   Overall, findings from the Queen Bee literature provide promising evidence that SIT 
is a useful framework to understand why and when women’s intra-gender hostility will occur. 
However, SIT provides other predictions about the causes of hostility and ingroup distancing 
among lower status groups aside from individual mobility, and identifies other contextual 
variables which influence group members’ responses to social identity threat which have not 
yet been considered in relation to women’s intra-gender hostility. Thus, a key aim of the 
present thesis was to utilise these facets of SIT to account for additional motivations and 
conditions under which women’s intra-gender hostility is more likely to occur. In the 
following sections, I outline the specific facets of SIT which I test in Chapters 5 and 6, 
respectively, and discuss why testing these furthers our understanding of the causes and 
nature of women’s intra-gender hostility. 
Collective Threat as a Motivation for Women’s Intra-Gender Hostility 
  Current evidence suggests that social identity threat can emanate from multiple 
sources for disadvantaged groups. For women, this includes interacting with sexist men 
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(Logel, Walton, Spencer, Iserman, von Hippel, & Bell, 2009), apprehension that a male 
instructor may be sexist (Adams, Garcia, Purdie-Vaughns, & Steele, 2006), and the concern 
that one might be viewed through the lens of a negative stereotype about women as a group 
(i.e. stereotype threat; Steele, 1997; Steele & Aronson, 1995; Spencer, Steele, & Quinn, 
1999). These threats can have negative effects for women, including impaired performance 
on a maths or logic test (Schmader, 2002; Logel et al., 2006; Adams et al., 2006; Good, 
Aronson, & Harder, 2008), reduced motivation to achieve in stereotype-relevant domains 
(Davies, Spencer, Quinn, & Gerhardstein, 2002), disavowing feminine characteristics 
strongly associated with relevant negative stereotypes about women’s mathematical ability 
(e.g. flirtatiousness, planning to have children; Pronin, Steele, & Ross, 2004), and increased 
feelings of dejection (Keller & Dauenheimer, 2003).  
   Of relevance to the present thesis, there is some evidence that women’s experience of 
social identity threat related to negative stereotype confirmation also influences their 
perceptions and treatment of other ingroup members. Cohen and Garcia (2005) found that 
women exposed to a female confederate who confirmed a negative (versus positive) 
stereotype about women’s mathematical ability reported lower self-esteem, sat further away 
from the confederate, and were less likely to imitate her behaviour. The authors argue (but 
did not directly test) that women’s responses were the result of collective threat, or the 
concern that the negative stereotype confirming behaviour of an ingroup member becomes 
threatening because it draws the value and positive distinctiveness of the group and its 
members into question. Thus, SIT provides alternative reasons for women’s intra-gender 
hostility which are linked to their lower status and experience of social identity threat, and 
can be empirically tested.  
   However, prior research has presumed that collective threat could be a mechanism for 
intra-gender hostility, but this has not been directly tested. Further, there has been no 
consideration of ideological variables which may moderate this effect. As discussed 
previously, women’s endorsement of hostile and benevolent sexism predict more negative 
evaluations of non-traditional women (Glick et al., 1997; Masser & Abrams, 2004, Viki et al., 
2005). However, there is evidence that feminists also demonstrate conditional support for 
their traditional counterparts. Cichocka, Golec, de Zavala, Kofta, and Rozum (2013) 
demonstrated that when experiencing social identity threat, self-identified feminists perceived 
an instance of gender discrimination as less prejudiced and demonstrated decreased sympathy 
for the victim when she was portrayed as having conservative (versus feminist) views. This 
suggests that women demonstrate conditional support for other women based on their 
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expressed ideological views, and find different gender roles and behaviours problematic and 
worthy of negativity. 
   Thus in Chapter 5, I further investigate the role of collective threat as an identity-
motivated explanation for women’s intra-gender hostility. Specifically, I test whether 
women’s internalisation of sexist attitudes influences their hostile reactions toward women 
who confirm traditional and non-traditional gender stereotypes, and whether collective threat 
mediates these reactions. Investigating these additional motivations will broaden our 
understanding of the causes and functions of women’s intra-gender hostility using a 
framework which situates women’s negative intra-group behaviour in the broader context of 
dealing with a disadvantaged social identity. 
The Impact of Sociostructural Variables 
   As discussed earlier, SIT describes when disadvantaged groups will react to identity 
threat using group or self-oriented strategies. One factor which influences group members’ 
choice of strategy is ingroup identification, which is the extent to which a person’s social 
identity is integral to their self-concept. Higher identifiers tend to express greater ingroup bias 
and commitment to improve the group’s reputation when threatened, whereas lower 
identifiers attempt to distance themselves from their devalued social identity to improve their 
personal standing (Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1997; Doosje, Spears, & Ellemers, 2002). 
Although lower identifiers are less concerned with group image than higher identifiers, they 
experience threat when they are categorised by others as members of a negatively evaluated 
group (categorisation threat; Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999) which does not 
match their internal self-views (Barreto & Ellemers, 2003). Consistent with this research, 
Derks and colleagues found that women who reported lower levels of ingroup identification 
were more likely to demonstrate Queen Bee responses if they had experienced greater gender 
discrimination or were reminded of these past experiences during a priming exercise. In 
contrast, high identifiers were more motivated to improve workplace opportunities for other 
women regardless of their prior experiences with gender discrimination (Derks, Ellemers et 
al., 2011; Derks, van Laar et al., 2011).  
   However, SIT posits that disadvantaged groups’ reactions to social identity threat are 
also influenced by their perceptions of three sociostructural variables: the extent to which 
status differences are legitimate (i.e. fair or deserved), stable (i.e. enduring or likely to 
change), and permeable (i.e. whether individual group members can gain membership in the 
higher status group; Ellemers, 1993; Ellemers, Wilke, & van Knippenberg, 1993). Members 
of lower status groups are more likely to reject negative stereotypes about their group, 
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demonstrate greater ingroup bias, and are more motivated to improve the group’s status when 
status differences are seen as illegitimate (Jetten, Spears, Hogg, & Manstead, 2000), unstable 
(Ellemers, van Knippenberg, & Wilke, 1990), and/or impermeable (Wright, 2001). This is 
because illegitimate, unstable, and/or impermeable group boundaries convey that intergroup 
discrimination is unacceptable, that collective enhancement strategies are an effective way to 
enhance the group’s social standing and treatment, and that group members ‘are all in the 
same boat’ which affects the need for collective enhancement strategies.  
   These factors, either alone or in conjunction with each other, influence reactions to 
social identity threat and discrimination. This has been documented among minimal groups, 
(Ellemers et al., 1993; Ellemers, van Knippenberg, & Wilke, 1990; Bettencourt & Bartholow, 
1998), and naturalistic groups such as arts and science students (Hornsey, Spears, Cremers, & 
Hogg, 2003; Turner & Brown, 1978), pro-tour and anti-tour supporters for the New Zealand 
rugby team (Ng & Cram, 1988) and high and lower performing school classes (Boen & 
Vanbeselaere, 2002). The predictive power of these factors has also been demonstrated in 
field studies examining naturalistic groups with a history of inter-group conflict, including 
the Turkish-Dutch and ethnically Dutch (Verkuyten & Reijerse, 2008), Maori and Caucasians 
(Vaughan, 1978), and East and West Germans (Mummendey, Klink, Mielke, Wenzel, & 
Blanz, 1999).  
   Looking at women specifically, there is some evidence that legitimacy, stability, and 
permeability appraisals influence their behaviour toward other women. When gender 
discrimination is seen as pervasive and illegitimate (versus rare and illegitimate), women are 
more willing to mentor other women. However, when gender discrimination is seen as 
legitimate, women are equally inclined to engage in mentoring regardless of pervasiveness 
(Hersby, Jetten, Ryan, & Schmitt, 2011). Similarly, women’s collective action intentions are 
diminished when gender discrimination is considered pervasive and legitimate (versus rare 
and legitimate), while illegitimate status relations resulted in greater collective action 
intentions regardless of pervasiveness (Jetten, Schmitt, Branscombe, Garza, & Mewse, 2011). 
Though finding no impact of legitimacy appraisals, Hersby, Ryan, and Jetten (2009) found an 
interactive effect of status stability and permeability on women’s support for a women’s 
network initiative. Women supported the initiative more when they evaluated group status 
relations in the organisation as being unstable and permeable (versus stable and permeable) 
suggesting that when group advancement is possible individual mobility attempts are 
negated. They also supported the network more when group boundaries were considered 
impermeable (making individual advancement unlikely) regardless of perceptions of stability, 
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perhaps because women believed that social change was only possible through collective 
action. Further, Sealy (2010) found that female directors adopted more masculine behaviours 
at the start of their careers to achieve personal success, but abandoned this strategy after 
realising the lack of permeability in the promotion system, rendering individual mobility 
attempts futile.  
   However, none of these investigations have considered the role of ingroup 
identification in moderating the impact of sociostructural variables on women’s engagement 
in collective enhancement or individual mobility strategies. Although lower identifiers are 
generally more likely to employ individual mobility strategies when faced with identity threat 
than high identifiers, there is some evidence from research using minimal groups that facets 
of group status relations can increase the likelihood that they will engage in collective 
enhancement strategies. Doosje et al. (2002) demonstrated that lower identifiers will 
strategically work to enhance the whole group’s image when group status relations are 
unstable, because they can work to improve their personal and group status simultaneously. 
However, they will distance themselves from the ingroup when status relations are stable, as 
group (and thus individual) enhancement is not possible. Conversely, higher identifiers 
express greater in-group bias and commitment than low identifiers even when the group faces 
a bleak or unknown future. Thus, individual differences can moderate the impact of group 
status relations on ingroup attitudes and responses, and enhance low identifiers’ collective 
action intentions and group enhancement attempts.  
   Examining this relationship will help to identify important contextual variables which 
may alter women’s intra-gender hostility, and broaden current conceptualisations of the 
Queen Bee effect as an individual identity management strategy. It may be that women’s 
ingroup derogation and distancing functions not only to improve personal outcomes and 
success (permeability), but also reflects their internalisation of negative beliefs about their 
group (legitimacy), or an acceptance of current status relations because collective 
enhancement strategies are futile (stability). I examine this relationship in Chapter 5 by 
evaluating whether women’s ingroup identification moderates the impact of facets of group 
status relations on Queen Bee responses in a hypothetical organisation.  
Overview of the Present Thesis 
  The present thesis investigates the construct validity, causes, and contextual factors 
influencing women’s intra-gender hostility. The empirical studies reported in Chapters 3-6 
address the broad research questions that have been developed above. In Chapter 3, I examine 
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whether intra-gender hostility is a form of intra-group conflict among men and women, and 
whether the content of these attitudes represents specific negative intra-group attitudes that 
men and women endorse about members of their gender. Performing these comparisons will 
clarify whether both men and women engage in a specific form of intra-gender hostility, or 
whether general negative attitudes men and women endorse about everyone regardless of 
gender have been misconstrued as a specific ingroup characteristic. Building on this in 
Chapter 4, I further examine the construct validity of intra-gender hostility by comparing the 
predictors of this for men and women. This analysis serves to determine whether men and 
women’s intra-gender hostility is related to the unique identity pressures each gender faces, 
and a network of beliefs which help to maintain the gender-related status hierarchy.  
  In Chapter 5, I explore other identity-motivated explanations for women’s intra-
gender hostility using SIT. I test whether women’s internalisation of sexist attitudes 
influences their hostility toward women who confirm traditional and non-traditional gender 
stereotypes, respectively, and whether collective threat explains these reactions. In Chapter 6, 
I examine whether perceptions of group status relations between men and women 
contextually alter women’s intra-gender hostility. Specifically, I examine whether the 
legitimacy, stability, and permeability of status differences between men and women 
influence women’s negativity toward other women in the workplace. In Chapter 7, I draw 
broad conclusions about our findings to answer the three questions posed at the beginning of 
this introduction about the construct validity, causes of, and contextual factors influencing 
women’s intra-gender hostility. 
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Chapter 3 
  In Chapter 3, I address the first question of this thesis: is intra-gender hostility a form 
of intra-group conflict more commonly experienced by women, or are similar processes also 
evident among men? Specifically, I wanted to determine if intra-gender hostility is in fact 
more common among women, which would somewhat legitimate the greater popular and 
empirical focus on the occurrence and negative consequences of this process. Or, 
alternatively, if intra-gender hostility is similarly endorsed by men and women, which would 
highlight the need to examine the negative intra- and inter-group consequences of this 
process among both genders.  
  I also address other issues regarding construct validity in this chapter. Specifically, 
whether intra-gender hostility is distinct from inter-gender hostility (hostile attitudes endorsed 
about the opposite sex), and if perceptions of negative ingroup homogeneity (the belief that 
all ingroup members share similar negative characteristics) predicts greater intra-gender 
hostility among men and as well as women. The empirical focus on women’s intra-gender 
hostility has meant that little consideration has been given to differentiating these attitudes 
from hostile attitudes about the opposite sex, or examining whether different processes 
underpin these attitudes among men and women. Addressing these gaps will help determine 
if intra-gender hostility is actually a form of intra-group conflict, and not an expression of 
general aggression which has been mislabelled as a problematic ingroup characteristic; and 
whether the processes which aid in the formation of intra-gender hostility differ for men and 
women.  
  This chapter was adapted from a manuscript which recently received a revise and 
resubmit at Psychology of Women Quarterly. The chapter is presented here in its original 
manuscript form, and thus uses ‘we’ instead of ‘I’, and may present a degree of repetition of 
the theoretical arguments I have made previously.
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Abstract 
Previous research has primarily conceptualised intra-gender hostility as a form of intra-group 
conflict among women, with little consideration of the possibility that similar processes may 
operate for men. Further, whether these hostile attitudes are endorsed specifically toward the 
ingroup or everyone regardless of gender is unknown, as are the different predictors of men 
and women’s intra-gender hostility. In the present study (N = 443), we demonstrate that 
despite the past focus on women, attitudinal intra-gender hostility (the extent to which men 
and women endorse general negative beliefs about members of their gender) is similarly 
endorsed by both genders and represents specific negative ingroup attitudes distinct from 
general hostility. Further, intra-gender hostility is associated with ingroup stereotyping 
related to negative feminine attributes among both men and women. For men, this may 
represent a disdain for gender-role incongruent behaviour, as possessing negative feminine 
attributes may be seen to undermine the legitimacy of men’s structural power. For women, 
this may reflect their internalisation of cultural stereotypes which diminish the worth of 
feminine characteristics, resulting in negative ingroup evaluations. This suggests that a 
potential function or consequence of intra-gender hostility is the maintenance of gender 
differences in the status hierarchy. 
Key words: Intra-gender Hostility, Hostility Toward Women, Hostility Toward Men, Intra-
group behaviour, Intra-group conflict
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Mean Girls…and Guys? Examining the Prevalence and Content of Men and Women’s 
Intra-Gender Hostility 
  Women’s negative interactions are often the focus of media attention. In contrast, 
public examples of men’s same-sex conflict receive far less attention. For example, if you 
perform a Google search for ‘Nicki Minaj and Taylor Swift Twitter feud’, the search returns 
roughly 4.1 million hits (retrieved 29/03/2017). In contrast, a Google search for ‘Justin 
Bieber and Orlando Bloom fight’ only returns 1.1 million hits (retrieved 29/03/2017). 
Although these figures are crude, they provide evidence of a greater societal preoccupation 
with women’s negative same-sex interactions than with men’s. Importantly, this difference is 
also borne out in the academic literature. Research has documented within-gender conflict 
and hostile ingroup attitudes among women in the US (Merten, 1997), UK (Besag, 2006), 
Australia (Owens, Shute, & Slee, 2000), and in many non-Western societies, including 
Korea, China, Vietnam, India, Turkey, and Bali (see Burbank, 1987 for a comprehensive 
overview). This hostility has been studied in the context of schooling (Owens et al., 2000), 
friendship dyads (Bleske-Rechek & Lighthall, 2010), and organisations (Ellemers, van den 
Heuvel, de Gilder, Maass, & Bonvini, 2004; Derks, Van Laar, Ellemers, & de Groot, 2011). 
However, this same level of attention has not been given to men’s intra-gender hostility.  
  While research provides preliminary evidence to suggest that men also engage in 
same-sex conflict (Rivers & Duncan, 2002) and endorse negative attitudes about other men 
(Maltby & Day, 2001), far more empirical studies have investigated the causes, 
consequences, and expression of women’s intra-gender hostility. This may reflect cultural 
biases about men’s competitiveness and aggression, which are considered an ‘innate’ and 
‘natural’ aspect of male social behaviour (Archer, 2009; McAndrew, 2009). As such, a man’s 
negativity towards another male is not generally viewed as a notable or problematic group-
characteristic or an example of intra-group conflict. Conversely, women’s same-sex conflict 
is seen as more problematic and dysfunctional than men’s same-sex conflict, or conflict 
between men and women (Sheppard & Aquino, 2013). Arguably, this assumption underlies 
numerous investigations examining the Queen Bee Syndrome (Staines, Tavris, Jayaratne, 
1974) which is the tendency for women in senior management positions to treat their 
subordinate female workers in a harsher fashion than male workers; and other work 
examining women’s same-sex bullying (e.g. Owens, Slee, & Shute, 2000; Shute, Owens, & 
Slee, 2002; Owens, Shute, & Slee, 2004; Catanzaro, 2011). Importantly, this may also 
explain the notable lack of research examining similar processes among men  
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 We argue that the popular and empirical pre-occupation with women’s same-sex 
conflict and hostility, along with biases about the impact and severity of men and women’s 
conflict, contribute to the perception that intra-gender hostility is a form of intra-group 
conflict that only women encounter. However, at present, there are a range of conceptual and 
methodological shortcomings that call this conclusion into question 
  First, men and women’s endorsement of negative ingroup attitudes has not, to date, 
been uniformly operationalised or systematically compared in a single analysis. As such, it is 
unclear if women more commonly engage in intra-gender hostility than men, or if biases 
about the nature of women and men’s conflict contribute to this perception (Sheppard & 
Aquino, 2013). Second, men and women’s intra-gender hostility have not been empirically 
differentiated from inter-gender hostility (hostile attitudes endorsed about the opposite sex). 
Therefore, it is unclear if the negative attitudes women and men endorse about members of 
their gender are distinct from general negative attitudes endorsed about men and women 
alike, and if intra-gender hostility is actually a form of intra-group conflict. Otherwise, a form 
of general aggression common to everyone is being mistaken as a problematic ingroup 
characteristic, and would further highlight that women’s hostility has been over-
problematised. Third, if intra-gender hostility exists, it is unclear if the same factors predict 
this for men and women. Previous research shows that women’s perceptions of negative 
ingroup homogeneity (the belief that all ingroup members share similar negative 
characteristics) predicts greater intra-gender hostility (Cowan & Ullman, 2006). However, 
whether this also predicts men’s intra-gender hostility has not been explored. Addressing this 
will help clarify whether men’s attitudinal intra-gender hostility is directed to men as a whole 
group, or reserved for specific sub-types of men. That is, whether men represent themselves 
and their group by means of an individuating perspective rather than prototype-based 
schemas. 
  In the present study, we address these limitations to determine if intra-gender hostility 
is a form of intra-group conflict among both men and women, and if the nature and content of 
these attitudes are similar between genders. We first describe the numerous 
operationalisations of men and women’s intra-gender hostility, and provide evidence for the 
problematisation of this process for women. We then review and integrate several literatures 
which examine the expression and nature of women’s and, to a lesser extent, men’s intra-
gender hostility. We finish by identifying key limitations in the current literature and how 
these inform our investigation. 
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  The Expression of Men and Women’s Intra-Gender Hostility 
  Broadly, intra-gender hostility is the endorsement of negative attitudes about and/or 
the enactment of negative behaviours toward members of your gender. This umbrella term 
encompasses the multiple ways in which men and women can express ingroup negativity. 
This can range from overt conflict or disparagement to less obvious manifestations of 
hostility (e.g. same-sex bullying, conflict, intrasexual competition, and endorsement of 
negative ingroup attitudes). However, these multiple lines of research have been conducted 
independently, and thus we currently lack an integrated understanding of the ways and 
contexts in which intra-gender hostility is expressed among men and women. 
  Intra-gender hostility can be operationalised either as men and women’s a) negative 
evaluations of and behaviours directed toward specific targets or individuals or b) negative 
attitudes and feelings toward all members of their gender. In terms of hostility directed 
towards specific targets, research suggests that women tend to express hostility towards other 
women subtly or indirectly. This can occur through devaluing women’s status by gossiping, 
sabotaging, and belittling them (Mancl, 2006), and/or conveying disapproval of sexually 
available women by exchanging glances, making negative comments about and laughing at 
them privately (Vaillancourt & Sharma, 2011). In the workplace, this can be demonstrated 
via less support for equal opportunity programs and the progression of other women in the 
workplace (Garcia-Retamero & Lopez-Zafra, 2006), expressing greater gender-biased 
perceptions of female workers’ career commitment (Ellemers et al., 2004), describing 
themselves using more masculine characteristics (e.g. independent, dominating; Ely, 1995), 
and/or giving men preferential treatment (Kaiser & Spalding, 2015). Abrams, Marques, 
Bown, and Henson (2000) also demonstrated that intra-gender hostility can be directed 
toward ingroup deviants, finding that women provided more negative evaluations of gender-
role atypical ingroup members, compared to ingroup members who exemplify typical gender 
roles. 
  In contrast, the limited literature on men’s intra-gender hostility suggests that it 
manifests physically and verbally in social situations (Archer, 2004). In terms of where this 
hostility is expressed, there is evidence that, similar to women, men also experience same-sex 
harassment in the workplace. Lee and Brotheridge (2011) found that male and female 
participants reported being belittled, undermined, and verbally abused primarily by same-sex 
colleagues and superiors at work. Like women, gender-role atypical men are also targets of 
intra-gender hostility. These men are more negatively evaluated relative to gender-role 
congruent ingroup members (Abrams et al., 2000) and are often the targets of homophobic 
45 
 
 
 
bullying, whereby they are persecuted by other men because of their perceived gay identity 
(Rivers & Duncan, 2002) or feminine self-presentation (Phoenix, Frosh, & Pattman, 2003).  
  However, the focus of the present investigation is on men and women’s negative 
attitudes toward all members of their gender. That is, their global evaluations of their gender 
rather than one specific ingroup member. Though several studies have examined men and 
women’s general negative attitudes about their gender, several conceptualisations have been 
used. For women, numerous studies (Cowan et al., 1998; Cowan, 2000; Cowan & Ullman, 
2006; Forbes, Adams-Curtis, & White, 2004) have examined women’s hostility toward 
women (WHTW) which is the tendency for women to view other members of their gender as 
having negative characteristics, such as deceitfulness, dislikeability, and as being a source of 
frustration (Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995). This form of ingroup rejection occurs as a result of 
false consciousness (Jost & Banaji, 1994) whereby members of subordinate groups hold 
beliefs about their group which are contrary to personal and group interests, and which help 
maintain the group’s disadvantaged position. This explanation is supported by evidence that 
WHTW is positively associated with beliefs that may perpetuate women’s disadvantaged 
status: victim blaming (Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995), emotional dependence on men, and a 
greater acceptance of interpersonal violence (Cowan et al., 1998). 
  Research examining men’s negative perceptions of their gender have done so in 
specific domains, such as marriage, parenthood, sexuality, work, and physical and personality 
attributes (Iazzo, 1983) but not the endorsement of general negative stereotypes or 
evaluations of men as a group. Maltby and Day (2001) found that a masculine gender-role 
orientation predicted more favourable attitudes toward men across all five of Iazzo’s (1983) 
dimensions, indicating that the internalisation of traditional masculine traits enhances men’s 
evaluations of their gender. Further, Cameron and Lalonde (2001) found that self-categorised 
non-traditional men reported weaker ingroup ties and lower gender-related affect than 
traditional men. Based on the perspective that masculine or agentic characteristics are seen as 
important for leadership roles and imply that men are suited for positions of power (Glick et 
al., 2004), men who internalise masculine characteristics as part of their self-concept may feel 
more positively about their gender because of their higher position in the gender-related 
status hierarchy. Alternatively, non-traditional men may report weaker ingroup ties because 
they acknowledge the role of patriarchy in the subjugation of women and as a result feel more 
negatively about their gender. However, neither of these propositions have been empirically 
tested. 
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 The Relative Prevalence and Problematisation of Men and Women’s Intra- 
      Gender Hostility 
 Based on the relative prevalence of research examining women’s intra-gender 
hostility, one might erroneously conclude that intra-gender hostility is less common or 
serious among men. However, to date, men and women’s intra-gender hostility has not been 
systematically compared in a single analysis.  This makes it difficult to ascertain the nature 
and extent of any gender differences in endorsing attitudinal intra-gender hostility and it 
remains unclear if intra-gender hostility is a problem more commonly faced by women, or if 
biases about the nature of women’s conflict contribute to this perception. Sheppard and 
Aquino (2014) propose that both perspectives may be (partially) true, and propose a two-
stage theory of women’s intra-gender hostility in the workplace. Perspective one posits that in 
the context of an organisation, women may enact and experience greater intra-gender 
hostility because of the unique pressures and inequalities they face relative to men. 
Specifically, women may experience greater levels of competitive threat as a function of 
being able to access fewer resources (e.g. power, opportunities) than men, and women who 
do achieve these positions often hold token status, thus creating the perception that there is 
limited room for women at the top (Kanter, 1977). Further, competition with other women, 
carrying with it the impression of being more concerned with individual than collective 
success, may also violate expectations of female solidarity and potentially lead to 
interpersonal distancing by same-sex colleagues.  
  Outside the workforce, women’s intra-gender hostility may also be a function of 
social devaluation through exposure to cultural messages and negative stereotypes which 
diminish the value of feminine characteristics (Cowan & Ullman, 2006). That women’s 
membership in a perceived devalued social group affects their identity is supported by 
findings that they report poorer collective self-esteem (the sense of esteem and identity 
derived from membership in particular social groups; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992) than do 
men (Katz, Joiner, & Kwon, 2002).  Further, women who report lower collective self-esteem 
also report higher levels of WHTW (Cowan et al., 1998), indicating that their evaluations of 
other women and the perceived worth and value of their group are interconnected. Men, on 
the other hand, do not appear to face similar threats to identity, as negative stereotypes about 
men (as being competitive, aggressive) are broadly accepted and condoned, because these 
stereotypes communicate the positive message that men are ‘designed for dominance’ and 
suited for positions of power (Glick et al., 2004). It may be that the unique identity challenges 
that women face as a group contribute to greater attitudinal intra-gender hostility compared to 
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men. 
  However, perspective two of Sheppard and Aquino’s model (2014) argues that 
women’s intra-gender hostility is problematised more than men’s when it does occur, which 
may give the impression that it occurs more frequently and is more problematic. Sheppard 
and Aquino (2013) found third-party observers are inclined to over-problematise women’s 
same-sex conflict relative to men’s, and believe that is has more negative implications for the 
individuals involved. This can be understood in terms of gender role violation. For example, 
consistent with research demonstrating that individuals are highly sensitive to norm 
violations and are compelled to attend to them (Ito, Larsen, Smith, & Cacioppo, 1998; Van 
Berkum, Holleman, Nieuwland, Otten, & Murre, 2009), women who violate prescriptive 
communal stereotypes by behaving agentically (i.e. by being dominating, aggressive, or 
competitive) are evaluated more negatively than communal women and agentic men 
(Rudman & Glick, 2001; Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs, & Tamkins, 2004) and are more salient to 
observers because their behaviour deviates from expected norms for their gender. Gender role 
violations and expectations of female solidarity may also contribute to the over-
problematisation of women’s intra-gender hostility in the media (Kilty, 2010). Ringrose 
(2006) describes how women’s aggression and same-sex conflict are sensationalised in 
popular culture relative to men’s, with news stories describing how “girl to girl cruelty is 
blighting the lives of a new generation of women” (p. 407). In contrast, intrasexual 
competition and conflict among men is acknowledged (Buss & Dedden, 1990) and dismissed 
as ‘boys being boys’, thus not attracting a similar level of concern. 
  The only investigation which has directly compared the prevalence of men and 
women’s intra-gender hostility demonstrated that this process is not unique to women. 
Faniko, Ellemers, and Derks (2016) found that male and female managers both felt that they 
were more committed to their careers and more masculine than their same-gender 
subordinates, and reported similar levels of career commitment and masculinity as each other. 
These results provide promising preliminary evidence that intra-gender hostility is a form of 
intra-group conflict enacted and experienced by both men and women. However, it is 
important to replicate these findings using different operationalisations of intra-gender 
hostility.  
  Faniko et al.’s (2016) findings indicate that Queen Bee and ‘Alpha Male’ responses at 
work are related to organisational position, not gender. However, other manifestations of 
intra-gender hostility may be more prevalent among women than men. As discussed 
previously, women’s HTW stems from their internalisation of misogynistic cultural beliefs 
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that devalue their gender and reinforce their lower status (Piggot, 2004). Thus, it may be that 
women more strongly endorse forms of intra-gender hostility which reflect negative affect 
toward and beliefs about their gender compared to men. This is because women, unlike men, 
encounter and subsequently internalise negative beliefs about their gender which justify and 
reinforce their lower status position. But because men do not face these same identity 
pressures, they may not endorse these negative perceptions about their gender as strongly. 
Therefore, it is important to examine whether the effects observed by Faniko et al. (2016) 
generalise to other expressions of intra-gender hostility. Thus in the present paper, we 
systematically compare men and women’s attitudinal intra-gender hostility (defined as the 
extent to which men and women endorse general, negative beliefs other members of their 
gender) to determine if negative ingroup attitudes are more common among women than 
men. 
     The Nature and Content of Men and Women’s Attitudinal Intra-Gender Hostility 
  While previous research has differentiated women’s intra-gender hostility from 
general aggression (Cowan et al., 1998; Cowan & Ullman, 2006), it has not been directly 
compared with patterns of inter-gender hostility. That is, it is unclear whether attitudinal 
intra-gender hostility represents specific, negative attitudes that men and women endorse 
about their own gender, rather than general negative attitudes endorsed about everyone 
regardless of gender. Previous attempts to assess women’s intra-gender hostility have not 
included gender-specific evaluations. For example, the Women’s Hostility Toward Women 
scale (Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995) which has been used in research examining women’s 
negative ingroup attitudes (e.g. Cowan et al., 1998; Cowan, 2000; Cowan & Ullman, 2006; 
Loya et al., 2006) assesses the extent to which participants feel resentful toward other 
women, and the extent to which they endorse general negative stereotypes about women as 
rude, irritating, and frustrating. Given that these characteristics are not gender specific, it 
might be that both men and women endorse the same negative attitudes regardless of target 
gender. This would suggest that intra-gender hostility is not a specific negative intra-group 
attitude and or form of intra-group conflict, but rather reflects participants’ general negative 
attitudes about both men and women. This would mean that general aggression has been 
mislabelled as a problematic ingroup characteristic, and would further indicate that women’s 
intra-gender hostility has been over-problematised relative to men’s. Alternatively, the 
content and structure of men and women’s intra- and inter-gender hostility may be distinct 
because what underpins these two sets of attitudes differs for men and women. For example, 
woman may regard men as ‘rude and frustrating’ because they are resentful of men’s higher 
49 
 
 
 
status and power in certain domains. In contrast, men may regard women as ‘rude and 
frustrating’ because of heterosexual hostility (the belief that women use their sexual allure to 
gain dominance over men; Glick & Fiske, 1996).  
  If the content of men and women’s attitudinal intra-gender hostility is the same as 
their inter-gender hostility, this would suggest that general negative attitudes about people 
have been mislabelled as problematic ingroup attitudes.  If this is the case, then women’s 
intra-gender hostility may not constitute a specific form of conflict among women. Instead, 
seemingly intra-gender hostility may simply reflect general biases and negative attitudes men 
and women endorse about everyone regardless of gender.   
  A second aim of examining gender differences is to determine whether the same 
mechanisms underlie both men and women’s intra-gender hostility.  Cowan and Ullman 
(2006) showed that ‘negative ingroup homogeneity’ underpins women’s attitudinal intra-
gender hostility. That is, women see all members of their gender as possessing similarly 
undesirable characteristics. Cowan and Ullman (2006) showed that women’s propensity to 
negatively stereotype other women predicted WHTW, explaining that women who endorse 
intra-gender hostility are inclined to see all women as similarly worthless and negative. The 
authors suggest that this may be a function of women internalising negative cultural 
stereotypes that portray feminine characteristics as less important and valuable (Eagly, 2007).  
  However, research has not examined if a similar process underlies men’s intra-gender 
hostility. Potentially, negative ingroup homogeneity may not underpin men’s intra-gender 
hostility, as negative stereotypes about men (portraying them as competitive and aggressive) 
are readily accepted, and imply that they are ‘designed for dominance’ (Glick et al., 2004).  
Further, women may be more inclined to make negative generalisations about members of 
their gender than men, as lower status groups report relatively greater awareness of their 
group identity compared to higher status groups (Pratto & Stewart, 2012). Indeed, both 
ingroup and out-group members tend to stereotype members of subordinate groups more than 
dominant groups (Cadinu, Latrofa, & Carnaghi, 2013). This would suggest that the processes 
which aid in the formation of intra-gender hostility should differ for women and men. If high 
status group members represent themselves and their group by means of an individuating 
perspective rather than prototype-based schemas, this would result in men’s attitudinal intra-
gender hostility being less likely to be directed to men as a whole group, and may be more 
likely to be reserved for specific sub-types of men.   
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  The Present Research 
  There are three aims of the present research. The first is to compare men and women’s 
endorsement of attitudinal intra-gender hostility to determine if it occurs more frequently 
among women than men as has been suggested (but not empirically tested) in previous 
literature. We measured participants’ hostility toward men and women (the extent to which 
they endorsed negative stereotypes about members of the same and opposite gender), 
respectively, and performed a mixed ANOVA to compare men’s and women’s mean levels of 
hostility towards each gender group. Given the empirical support for both pathways of 
Sheppard and Aquino’s (2014) model of female same-sex conflict, we made no predictions 
about the differences in men and women’s endorsement of attitudinal intra-gender hostility 
(H1). 
 The second aim was to determine if the content of men and women’s attitudinal intra-
gender hostility was indicative of participants’ negative evaluations of their own gender, and 
not of their negative attitudes toward the opposite gender or of people in general. We 
conducted a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) on participants’ attitudinal intra- and inter-
gender hostility to determine whether current measures of intra-gender hostility encapsulate 
specific negative attitudes toward each gender, respectively, rather than general negative 
attitudes that participants endorse in relation to both men and women. It was hypothesised 
that the content of participants’ negative ingroup attitudes would be distinct from the content 
of their negative inter-group attitudes (H2) because of men and women’s differing 
motivations for engaging in inter-gender hostility. 
 Finally, we sought to clarify the role of negative ingroup stereotyping in men and 
women’s intra-gender hostility. It was expected that negative ingroup stereotyping would be 
positively associated with women’s (but not men’s) intra-gender hostility (H3a), and that 
positive ingroup stereotyping would be negatively related to women’s (but not men’s) intra-
gender hostility (H3b).  This pattern was expected because dominant groups report a lower 
awareness of their ingroup identity and are less inclined to stereotype their ingroup than 
subordinate groups (Pratto & Stewart, 2012; Cadinu et al., 2013). Further, negative 
stereotypes about men as dominant and competitive do not devalue the worth of their group 
(Glick et al., 2004) and should therefore be unrelated to men’s attitudes toward other ingroup 
members. 
Method 
Participants 
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  Four hundred and forty-three (226 men, 217 women) first year psychology students 
from a large University in South-East Queensland, Australia (Mage = 19.42, SD = 3.83) were 
given course credit for their participation. The ethnic breakdown of the sample was 63.00% 
Caucasian, 24.20% Asian, 9.90% other, and 2.70% mixed-race. One participant did not 
indicate their ethnicity. In terms of education, 51.70% of the sample had completed high 
school or an equivalent qualification (e.g. GED), 41.40% had completed some university, and 
5.60% had completed a Bachelor’s or Master’s degree. Roughly 0.90% of participants had 
completed some high school, and 0.70% had completed trade/technical/vocational training. A 
majority of the sample, 88.70%, identified as heterosexual, 1.40% as gay/lesbian, and 7.40% 
as bisexual. Only 1.10% identified as ‘other’ (e.g. pansexual, asexual), and 1.40% did not 
indicate their sexual orientation. 
Procedure and Measures 
  The order of all measures was determined randomly for each participant to control for 
order effects. Once participants had completed these measures, they were debriefed as to the 
true aims of the study. 
  Intra- and inter-gender hostility were measured using the female (α = .86) and male 
(α = .77) subscales of the Gender Hostility Scale (Straus & Mouradian, 1999). These 
subscales measure participants’ negative affect toward and beliefs about men and women, 
and their propensity to view them as a source of frustration (e.g. Women/Men irritate me a 
lot, Women/Men are rude). Participants’ responses to the items were measured on a 4-point 
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). Women’s scores on the female 
and male subscales represented their intra- and inter-gender hostility scores, respectively (and 
vice versa for men). We chose not to use the original Hostility Toward Women and Hostility 
Toward Men scales (Check & Malamuth, 1983) because these scales employ a True-False 
format, restricting the range of measurement. We also chose not to use the Women’s Hostility 
Toward Women scale (Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995), because the authors did not develop a 
comparable measure to assess men’s hostility toward men; these parallel measures are needed 
for us to accurately contrast intra-gender hostility and inter-gender hostility. The Gender 
Hostility Scales address these limitations, demonstrating excellent reliability (Straus & 
Mouradian, 1999). 
  Ingroup stereotyping was assessed using an adapted version of Cadinu et al.'s (2013) 
measure of ingroup stereotyping. This scale comprised 32 traits (16 positive, 16 negative). 
Half of the traits were ‘stereotype relevant’, in that they described stereotypically masculine 
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(e.g. sturdy, insensitive) and feminine characteristics (e.g. home-lover, fragile). The 
remaining traits were ‘stereotype irrelevant’ in that they were traits descriptive of both men 
and women (e.g. punctual, suspicious). Stereotype relevant and irrelevant traits were 
categorised as such based on pilot work completed by Cadinu et al. (2013). Participants were 
asked to indicate how characteristic these traits were for women in general (compared to 
men), men in general (compared to women), and a close male and close female friend on a 7-
point scale ranging from 1 (very atypical) to 7 (very typical). To assess social desirability, 
participants were also asked to indicate how desirable each trait was on a 7-point scale 
ranging from 1 (not at all desirable) to 7 (very desirable).  
  Together, these different ratings were used to calculate scores for negative and 
positive ingroup stereotyping. Cadinu et al. (2013) argue that three conditions must be met to 
demonstrate ingroup stereotyping: a) the endorsement of the group stereotype; b) a stronger 
correlation between the ingroup on stereotype relevant traits than on stereotype irrelevant 
traits; and c) measuring these correlations while partialling out the effect of social 
desirability, such that stereotyping can be distinguished from favouritism. Though 
stereotyping and favouritism can co-occur, they are theoretically and methodologically 
distinct (Park & Judd, 1990). To meet these conditions, Cadinu et al. (2013) calculated 
within-participant partial correlations between trait ratings of the whole ingroup (i.e. 
women/men in general) and individual ingroup members (i.e. best female/male friend) while 
partialling out the perceived social desirability of each trait. We endeavoured to use this 
method to calculate positive and negative stereotyping scores for each participant. Rather 
than collapsing across both positive and negative stereotype relevant and irrelevant traits as 
done in Cadinu et al. (2013), we separated these traits according to valence and computed 
separate within-participant partial correlations between ratings of the ingroup and individual 
ingroup members while partialling out desirability. However, these calculations could not be 
completed for approximately half of the sample as there was no variation in some 
participants’ evaluations of positive and negative traits as they related to the ingroup and in 
terms of social desirability. Although using partial correlations is the preferred method of 
Cadinu et al (2013), their use in the present investigation would lead to a systematic bias in 
estimating parameters due to the large amount of missing data.  
  To compensate for this, we assessed the relationship between positive and negative 
ingroup stereotyping using participants’ mean scores on the positive/negative 
masculine/feminine stereotype relevant traits (where participants’ scores on each subscale 
reflected the extent to which they felt these traits were characteristic of members of their 
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gender) and the partial correlations, separately, to determine if the difference in measurement 
produced any meaningful inconsistencies in our results. We found several effects when using 
participants’ mean scores, but none when using the partial correlations. We argue that the 
former analyses are more reliable, as these contained no missing data, meaning there was no 
systematic bias in estimating parameters. Therefore the partial correlation regressions will not 
be interpreted further when considering the role relationship between ingroup stereotyping 
and intra-gender hostility. However, these analyses have been reported in full in the 
supplementary materials (see Appendix A). 
Results 
Men and Women’s Endorsement of Attitudinal Intra-Gender Hostility 
  A 2 (participant gender: male, female) by 2 (hostility subscale: male, female) mixed 
ANOVA was conducted on participants’ hostility toward men and women scores. Two 
significant main effects were observed. Women (M = 2.15, SD = 0.47) reported greater 
hostility overall than men (M = 1.98, SD = 0.48), F(1, 441) = 20.53, p < .001, CI Mdiff [.095, 
.240], n2 = .04, and participants were more hostile toward men (M = 2.14, SD = 0.46) than 
women (M = 1.99, SD = 0.54), F(1, 441) = 26.94, p < .001, CI Mdiff [.094, .208], n
2 = .05. 
However, there was no significant interaction between participant gender and the hostility 
subscales, F(1, 441) = 0.66, p = .417, n2 < .01. This indicates that men and women endorsed 
similar levels of attitudinal intra-gender hostility.  
Differentiating Intra- and Inter-Gender Hostility  
  Hypothesised model. To examine whether the content of men and women’s intra-
gender hostility was different from inter-gender hostility (H2) two confirmatory factor 
analyses (CFAs) were performed to assess the factor structures of the hostility toward women 
and hostility toward men scales for women and men, respectively. In these initial 
hypothesised models (Model 1a and 2a) intra- and inter-gender hostility were interrelated, 
with each item loading only onto its relevant factor (see Figure 1). The two factors were 
allowed to correlate as previous research has demonstrated a moderate positive correlation 
between women’s hostility toward men and women (Cowan et al., 1998).  
  To assess model fit we report the 2 statistic and two incremental fit indices (i.e. IFI 
and CFI). We chose not to report the GFI or AGFI because these measures are sensitive to 
sample size (Sharma, Mukherjee, Kumar, & Dillon, 2005); or the NFI because the index 
increases as more parameters are added to the model which artificially inflates model fit 
(Kenny, 2015). With samples smaller than 250, values greater than .90 and .95 indicate 
54 
 
 
 
satisfactory and excellent fit, respectively (Hu & Bentler, 1999). We also report two widely 
used residual fit indices (SRMR, RMSEA) which should both fall below .10 in samples 
smaller than 250 (Hu & Bentler, 1999, Leach, Iyer, & Pedersen, 2006) though .01, .05, and 
.08 have been used to indicate excellent, good, and mediocre fit, respectively (MacCallum, 
Browne, & Sugawara, 1996).  
  Factor structure of women’s intra- and inter-gender hostility. The chi-square 
value for the overall model fit was significant, 2 (34) = 100.19, p <.001, suggesting a lack of 
fit between the hypothesised model and the data. Examination of the other fit indices showed 
satisfactory fit, IFI = .92, CFI = .92, RMSEA = .10, SRMR = .06. However, the modification 
indices suggested that freeing the covariances between error terms would improve model fit. 
Two iterations were performed on the hypothesised model to improve model fit (see 
Appendix B for full analyses). In the final alternative model (Model 1c; see Figure 2) error 
terms for two hostility toward women sub-scale items (HTW1 and HTW2) and hostility 
toward men sub-scale items (HTM2 and HTM5) were allowed to covary. Covarying error 
terms is an acceptable modification to improve model fit, as long as there is a theoretical 
rationale as to why they should be related (Kenny, 2011). Covarying the error terms for 
HTW1 and HTW2 is theoretically consistent as both items describe specific, negative 
behaviours that women enact (Women are rude, Women treat men badly). Similarly, 
covarying the error terms for HTM2 and HTM5 is appropriate as both items assessed 
specific, negative behaviours that men can enact (Men are rude, Men are more dishonest than 
women; see Figure 2). The chi-square value for Model 1c remained significant, 2 (32) = 
56.94, p <.001, but the fit indices indicated excellent, IFI = .97, CFI = .97, and above average 
fit, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .05, respectively. A chi-square difference test comparing the 
Model 1a and Model 1c demonstrated that Model 1c had significantly better fit, 2 (2) = 
43.25, p <.001. This provided supported for H2, in that the factor structure of women’s intra- 
and inter-gender hostility are distinct. 
   Factor structure of men’s intra- and inter-gender hostility. The chi-square value 
for the hypothesised model fit was significant, 2 (34) = 138.35, p <.001, suggesting poor fit 
between the hypothesised model and the data. Examination of the other fit indices also 
showed poor fit, IFI = .87, CFI = .87, RMSEA = .12, SRMR = .07. Inspection of the 
modification indices showed that freeing the covariances between error terms would improve 
model fit. Four iterations were performed on the hypothesised model to improve model fit 
(see Appendix C for full analyses). In the final alternative model (Model 2e; see Figure 2) 
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error terms for three hostility toward women sub-scale items (HTW1 and HTW2; HTW2 and 
HTW4) and hostility toward men sub-scale items (HTM1 and HTM3; HTM1 and HTM4) 
were allowed to covary. Covarying these error terms was theoretically consistent: HTM1 and 
HTM3 both assess men’s treatment of women (Men respect women, Men treat women badly); 
men who do not respect women (HTM1) may be perceived as irritating (HTM4) because they 
are violating male norms regarding chivalry and benevolence toward women (Men respect 
women; Men irritate me a lot); and women who disrespect men (HTW2) may be perceived as 
frustrating and irritating (HTW4) because they are not grateful for all that men do for them 
(e.g. protection, providing for them; Women treat men badly, I often feel resentful of women; 
see Figure 2). The chi-square value for Model 2e fit remained significant, 2 (30) = 65.74, p 
<.001, but the fit indices demonstrated excellent, IFI = .95, CFI = .95, and satisfactory fit, 
RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .05, respectively. A chi-square difference test comparing Model 2a 
and Model 2e demonstrated that Model 2e had significantly better fit, 2 (4) = 73.11, p < 
.001. This also provided supported for H2, in that the factor structure of men’s intra- and 
inter-gender hostility are distinct. 
  Alternative model. An alternative model (Model 3) was tested to rule out the 
possibility that a univariate factor structure representing generic hostility (rather than gender-
specific hostility) may provide a better fit to the data. All hostility toward women and 
hostility toward men items loaded onto a single factor. However, the chi-square and other fit 
indices suggested poor fit between the model and the data for women, 2 (35) = 359.69,  
,
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(a) Women’s intra- and inter-gender hostility     (b) Men’s intra- and inter-gender hostility 
 
Figure 1. Initial hypothesised model conceptualising women and men’s intra and inter-gender hostility as distinct constructs. 
Note.  ‘HTM’ = for Hostility Toward Men; ‘HTW’ = Hostility Toward Women; ‘err_HTM’ and ‘err_HTW’ = the error terms for each item. The 
number after each abbreviation represents the item number. 
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(a) Women’s intra- and inter-gender hostility     (b) Men’s intra- and inter-gender hostility 
 
Figure 2. Final hypothesised model conceptualising women and men’s intra and inter-gender hostility as distinct constructs with some inter-
related error terms. Both men and women endorse specific negative attitudes toward members of the same and opposite gender, rather than 
general negative attitudes. 
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 p <.001, IFI = .61, CFI = .60, RMSEA = .21, SRMR = .16, and men, 2 (35) = 340.09, p 
<.001, IFI = .61, CFI = .60, RMSEA = .20, SRMR = .15. Two chi-square difference tests 
comparing Model 3 and 1c, 2 (3) = 302.75, p <.001, and 2e, 2 (5) = 274.35, p <.001, 
demonstrated that both alternative models had significantly better fit than Model 3. This 
further supports H2.  
The Role of Ingroup Stereotyping in Men and Women’s Intra-Gender Hostility 
  To demonstrate that gender stereotypes were endorsed by participants and validate the 
content of male and female gender stereotypes, a 2 (participant gender: male, female) x 2 
(group target: male, female) x 2 (trait valence: positive, negative) x 3 (trait stereotypicality: 
masculine, feminine, gender-irrelevant) mixed ANOVA was performed on the group ratings 
for men and women. For the purpose of clarity, we only report the relevant omnibus and 
follow up tests which directly address this hypothesis. Refer to Appendix D for all omnibus 
and follow up tests. 
 As expected, there was a significant three-way interaction between group target, 
valence, and trait stereotypicality, F(2, 876) = 9.61, p < .001, n2 = .02. The simple effects of 
group target revealed that participants correctly attributed masculine and feminine traits to 
men and women, respectively. Participants rated positive feminine traits as being more 
characteristic of women (M = 5.32, SD = 0.92) than men, (M = 3.54, SD = 0.86), F(1, 438) = 
808.22, p < .001, CI Mdiff [1.66, 1.90], n
2 = .64. Negative feminine traits were also rated as 
being more characteristic of women (M = 4.39, SD = 0.99) than men (M = 3.34, SD = 0.91) 
F(1, 438 = 277.49, p < .001, CI Mdiff [.927, 1.175], n
2 = .38. Further, participants also rated 
positive masculine traits as being more characteristic of men (M = 4.79, SD = 0.79) than 
women (M = 3.68, SD = 0.84), F(1, 438) = 387.26, p < .001, CI Mdiff [.999, 1.221], n
2 = .46. 
Negative masculine traits were also rated as being more characteristic of men (M = 4.73, SD 
= 0.96) than women (M = 2.87, SD = 0.98), F(1, 438) = 705.66, p < .001, CI Mdiff [1.734, 
2.012], n2 = .61. Though negative gender irrelevant traits were attributed equally to men (M = 
3.64, SD = 0.88) and women (M = 3.64, SD = 0.90), F(1, 438) = 0.02, p = .886, CI Mdiff [-
.102, .088], n2 < .01, positive gender irrelevant characteristics were rated as being more 
characteristic of women (M = 4.55, SD = 0.71) than men (M = 4.11, SD = 0.64), F(1, 438) = 
112.41, p < .001, CI Mdiff [.358, .522], n
2 = .20. This may be a reflection of the “women are 
wonderful” effect (Eagly & Mladinic, 1994) whereby people associate more positive 
attributes with women compared to men. 
  Importantly, the four-way interaction between group target, valence, trait 
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stereotypicality, and participant gender was non-significant, F(1, 438) = 0.86, p = .427, n2 < 
.01, indicating that there are no gender differences in gender stereotyping when considering 
both trait valence and stereotypicality. Overall, these results provide evidence of gender 
stereotyping in our sample, and validate the content of the positive and negative masculine 
and feminine subscales used in subsequent analyses. 
  Positive and negative ingroup stereotyping. The four ingroup stereotyping 
subscales were calculated according to stereotype valance (positive or negative) and content 
(masculine or feminine). The final subscales were negative feminine, negative masculine, 
positive feminine, and positive masculine attributes. Participants’ scores on each subscale 
reflected the extent to which they felt these traits were characteristic of members of their 
gender. Social desirability subscales were calculated for each group of traits as well. Two 
hierarchical multiple regressions were conducted on participants’ hostility toward women and 
hostility toward men scores, respectively, to determine whether ingroup stereotyping 
predicted participants’ intra-gender hostility. The four social desirability subscales were 
entered in at Block 1, followed by the four stereotyping subscales and participant gender 
(male = 1, female = -1) at Block 2. Interaction terms between the stereotyping subscales and 
participant gender were entered in at Block 3 (see Table 1 for means, standard deviations, and 
correlations). The results of the analysis showed a different pattern of association was found 
for hostility toward men and women (see Tables 2 and 3). 
  Hostility toward men. Although Block 1 was non-significant, F(4, 437) = 2.33, p 
=.056, social desirability regarding negative feminine attributes and social desirability 
regarding positive traits were associated with hostility toward men. However, inspection of 
the correlation matrix and regression output revealed that the negative masculine subscale 
recorded significant beta weights and inflated semi-partial correlation coefficients, although it 
was not significantly associated with hostility toward men as evidenced by its zero order 
correlation coefficient (see Table 1). This indicated classical suppression (Conger, 1974) in 
that by virtue of its relationships with other predictors in the regression equation, these 
variables removed irrelevant variance from other predictor variable(s), thus improving the 
predictive power of the model. As these suppressed relationships are a statistical artefact and 
have no zero-order relationship with the criterion, the influence of the negative masculine 
social desirability subscale was ignored. 
 The predictors in Block 2 accounted for a significant proportion of the variance in 
hostility toward men over and above that accounted for by the predictors entered in Block 1,  
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Table 1  
Means, standard deviations, and correlations among all continuous variables. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*p <.05 **p <.01 ***p <.001 
Note: Hostility toward women and hostility toward men were assessed using a 1-4 scale; social desirability and ingroup stereotyping were 
assessed using a 1-7 scale.
Variables Mean (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Hostility toward women 
2. Hostility toward men 
1.99 (0.54) 
2.14 (0.45) 
- 
.26** 
 
- 
       
Social desirability subscales 
3. Negative Feminine Attributes 
4. Negative Masculine Attributes   
5. Positive Feminine Attributes 
6. Positive Masculine Attributes 
 
2.24 (0.92) 
2.27 (1.06) 
4.81 (1.01) 
4.16 (1.01) 
 
.18*** 
.21*** 
-.05 
.01 
 
.11* 
-.03 
-.00 
-.02 
 
- 
.49*** 
.09* 
.03 
 
 
- 
-.12** 
.21*** 
 
 
 
- 
.09* 
 
 
 
 
- 
   
Ingroup stereotyping subscales           
7. Negative Feminine Attributes 
8. Negative Masculine Attributes   
9. Positive Feminine Attributes 
10. Positive Masculine Attributes 
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-.30*** 
 
- 
-.69*** 
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- 
-.48*** 
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F(5, 432) = 3.46, p = .004. However, only two predictors were significantly independently 
associated with hostility toward men. Contrary to H3a, men and women’s negative ingroup 
stereotyping related to negative feminine attributes was positively associated with hostility 
toward men. Thus, people who believe that negative feminine traits are more characteristics 
of their gender report greater HTM. Participant gender was also significantly related to 
hostility toward men, such that female participants reported greater hostility towards men 
than male participants. 
  Block 3 accounted for a significant proportion of variance over and above Block 2, 
F(4, 428) = 4.41, p = .002. Two significant two-way interactions were observed. There was a 
significant interaction between positive feminine attributes and participant gender. For men, 
positive ingroup stereotyping related to positive feminine attributes predicted lower levels of 
hostility toward men, b(438) = -0.08, p = .025. For women, there was no relationship between 
positive ingroup stereotyping and hostility toward men, b(438) = 0.07, p = .062 (see Figure 
3). There was also a significant two-way interaction between positive masculine attributes 
and participant gender. For women, positive ingroup stereotyping related to positive 
masculine traits predicted lower levels of hostility toward men, b(438) = -0.07, p = .047. For 
men, there was no relationship between positive ingroup stereotyping and hostility toward 
men, b(438) = -0.03, p = .498 (see Figure 4). Overall, these predictors accounted for a small 
proportion of variance in hostility toward men (see Table 2 for standardised and 
unstandardized coefficients and semi-partial correlations). 
  Hostility toward women. The predictors in Block 1 accounted for a significant 
amount of variance in hostility toward women, F(4, 437) = 6.38, p < .001, though only two 
social desirability subscales were independently associated with the criterion. Social 
desirability related to negative feminine and masculine attributes were both positively 
associated with hostility toward women.  
  The predictors in Block 2 accounted for a significant proportion of variance in 
hostility toward women over and above social desirability, F(5, 432) = 5.92, p <.001, but 
only two were independently associated with the criterion. Contrary to expectations, men and 
women’s negative ingroup stereotyping related to negative feminine attributes was positively 
associated with hostility toward women. Thus, people who believe that negative feminine 
traits are more characteristics of their gender report greater HTW. Participant gender was also 
significantly associated, such that female participants reported greater hostility toward 
women than male participants.  
  Block 3 accounted for a significant proportion of variance over and above Block 2, 
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F(4, 428) = 3.10, p = .016. One significant two-way interaction was recorded between 
positive feminine attributes and participant gender. However, simple slopes analysis showed 
no significant effects for men b(438) = -0.06, p = .181, or women b(438) = 0.07, p = .097 (see 
Figure 5). Overall, these predictors accounted for a small proportion of variance in hostility 
toward women (see Table 3 for standardised and unstandardized coefficients and semi-partial 
correlations). 
 
Figure 3. Hostility Toward Men as a function of positive ingroup stereotyping (positive 
feminine attributes) and participant gender. 
 
 
Figure 4. Hostility Toward Men as a function of positive ingroup stereotyping (masculine 
attributes) and participant gender.
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Table 2 
 
Standardised and unstandardised coefficients and semi-partial correlations for hostility 
toward men as a function of positive and negative ingroup stereotyping. 
Variables  sr2 b 
Block 1 - Social desirability     
     Negative Feminine Attributes .17 .02 .08 
     Negative Masculine Attributes .12* .01 .05 
     Positive Feminine Attributes -.03** <.01 -.01 
     Positive Masculine Attributes <-.01 <.01 <.01 
                                                           R2 =.02    
Block 2 – Main effects     
     Negative Feminine Attributes .14* .01 .07 
     Negative Masculine Attributes -.02 <.01 .01 
     Positive Feminine Attributes -.06 <.01 -.02 
     Positive Masculine Attributes .05 <.01 .02 
     Participant gender -.16* <.01 -.07 
                                                            R2 =.06*    
                                                           R2ch= .04*    
Block 3 - Interaction terms with participant gender    
     Negative Feminine Attributes .08 .01 .04 
     Negative Masculine Attributes .06 <.01 .03 
     Positive Feminine Attributes -.16** .02 -.09 
     Positive Masculine Attributes .13* .01 -.07 
                                                            R2 =.10*    
                                                           R2ch= .04*    
*p < .05 ** p < .01 ***p < .001 
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Figure 5. Hostility Toward Women as a function of positive ingroup stereotyping (positive 
feminine attributes) and participant gender.  
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Table 3 
 
Standardised and unstandardised coefficients and semi-partial correlations for hostility 
toward men as a function of positive and negative ingroup stereotyping. 
Variables  sr2 b 
Block 1 - Social desirability     
     Negative Feminine Attributes .11* .01 .07 
     Negative Masculine Attributes .16** .02 .08 
     Positive Feminine Attributes -.04 <.01 -.02 
     Positive Masculine Attributes -.02 <.01 -.01 
                                                           R2 =.06*    
Block 2 – Main effects    
     Negative Feminine Attributes .13* .01 .07 
     Negative Masculine Attributes .03 <.01 .01 
     Positive Feminine Attributes -.06 <.01 -.02 
     Positive Masculine Attributes -.05 <.01 -.03 
     Participant gender -.19* .01 -.10 
                                                            R2 =.12*    
                                                           R2ch= .06*    
Block 3 - Interaction terms with participant gender    
     Negative Feminine Attributes -.07 <.01 -.04 
     Negative Masculine Attributes .03 <.01 .01 
     Positive Feminine Attributes -.11* .01 .07 
     Positive Masculine Attributes -.09 .01 -.06 
                                                            R2 =.14*    
                                                           R2ch= .03*    
*p < .05 ** p < .01 ***p < .001 
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Discussion 
  We sought to determine whether intra-gender hostility is a form of intra-group 
conflict endorsed by both men and women; if this hostility is distinct from negative inter-
group attitudes; and whether the underlying mechanisms which aid in the formation of intra-
gender hostility are different for men and women. Our findings provide partial support for 
these propositions. 
Intra-Gender Hostility is Endorsed by both Men and Women 
  Men and women reported similar levels of attitudinal intra-gender hostility, indicating 
that this is not a unique form of intra-group conflict among women. These findings provide 
preliminary support for the second pathway of Sheppard and Aquino’s (2014) model of 
same-sex conflict, that intra-gender hostility is similarly endorsed by both men and women, 
and that women’s intra-gender hostility has been overproblematised. However, the results do 
not support their proposition that intra-gender hostility is more common among women.  
Rather, it appears that the greater cultural (Ringrose, 2006) and interpersonal concern 
(Sheppard & Aquino, 2013) evident with regard to women’s intra-gender hostility relative to 
men’s is somewhat unwarranted. The present findings reinforce the importance of 
considering individual and social factors which perpetuate the perception that women in-fight 
more and contribute to the pathologising of women’s conflict and competitiveness relative to 
men’s. As high-status groups are motivated to justify their dominant position in society 
(Foels & Pappas, 2004) commonly endorsed perceptions about the nature and causes of 
female hostility may contribute to legitimising myths about women’s lower status, and 
further justify why men are ‘in charge’. While women’s intra-gender hostility is problematic, 
as these attitudes predict poorer interpersonal relationships with other women (Cowan & 
Ullman, 2006) and greater acceptance of interpersonal violence and emotional dependence on 
men (Cowan, 2000), a disproportionate focus on it perpetuates a sexist assumption.  That is, 
that women’s conflict is dysfunctional, and, perhaps even more dangerously, that men’s 
conflict is normal or unproblematic. Although previous research has acknowledged intra-
gender hostility among men (e.g. Maltby & Day, 2001) this has been overshadowed by the 
extensive literature examining women’s problematic ingroup relationships (e.g. Cowan et al., 
1998; Vaillancourt & Sharma, 2011; Derks et al., 2011). This imbalance reinforces the 
importance of understanding and addressing perceptions of female-female conflict, rather 
than simply focusing on the conflict itself.  Further, our findings reiterate the need for further 
empirical attention to be paid to men’s intra-gender hostility.  For example, while Phoenix et 
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al. (2013) demonstrated that men’s homophobic bullying serves to police gender appropriate 
behaviour and masculine norms, comparatively little is known about the other functions of 
male intra-gender hostility. Our findings are the first to suggest that intra-gender hostility is 
not a unique difficulty that women face, and that the nature and impact of men’s intra-gender 
hostility warrants further empirical attention.  
Intra-Gender Hostility is Distinct from Inter-Gender Hostility 
  In line with H2, our results confirmed that intra- and inter-gender hostility are distinct 
constructs. Men and women’s intra- and inter-gender hostility loaded onto separate factors, 
with both genders endorsing specific biases and stereotypes about their group.  That is, 
participants endorsed specific negative attitudes toward members of the same and opposite 
gender, rather than general negative attitudes toward everyone regardless of gender. This 
indicates that intra-gender hostility is a form of intra-group conflict rather than an expression 
of general negativity. From a methodological perspective, the results also suggest that current 
instruments that assess men and women’s intra-gender hostility assess negative ingroup 
attitudes and not just general aggression.  
Perceptions of Ingroup Homogeneity Underpin Men and Women’s Intra-Gender 
Hostility 
  We found mixed support for our predictions that negative ingroup stereotyping would 
be positively associated with women’s (but not men’s) intra-gender hostility (H3a), while 
positive ingroup stereotyping would be negatively related to women’s (but not men’s) intra-
gender hostility (H3b). H3a was partially supported, in that negative ingroup stereotyping 
was related to both men’s and women’s intra-gender hostility. Specifically, men and women 
who believed that negative feminine attributes (e.g. nasty, fragile) were more characteristic of 
their gender were more likely to endorse negative ingroup attitudes. For men, this may 
represent a disdain for gender-role incongruent behaviour, as men can derogate gender-role 
atypical group members as punishment for their deviant behaviour (Phoenix et al., 2003). It is 
possible that men who see other men as failing to embody agentic stereotypes report greater 
intra-gender hostility because possessing negative feminine attributes (i.e. as characteristic of 
a lower status group who are perceived as less deserving of structural power; Moss-Racusin, 
Phelan, & Rudman, 2010) may be seen to undermine men’s legitimacy as leaders. 
Unexpectedly, H3b was not supported, as positive ingroup stereotyping was negatively 
related to men’s (but not women’s) intra-gender hostility. Men who believed that positive 
feminine attributes (e.g. orderly, sensitive) were more characteristic of their gender were less 
likely to endorse negative attitudes about men. Positive feminine traits may be seen as status-
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neutral with the result that men endorsing these attributes are potentially less likely to be 
negatively evaluated for gender role violations or perceived as undermining men’s relative 
status (Moss-Racusin et al., 2010). 
  Because higher status groups report lower awareness of their group identity compared 
to lower status groups (Pratto & Stewart, 2012) and are less inclined to stereotype members 
of their group (Cadinu et al., 2013), we did not expect that ingroup stereotyping would 
predict men’s intra-gender hostility. The fact that men’s intra-gender hostility was positively 
associated with negative ingroup stereotyping related to feminine attributes  may be due the 
fact that prior research has not considered the valence (positive or negative) or content 
(masculine or feminine) of ingroup stereotypes. One possibility is that when collapsing across 
these factors men are less inclined to stereotype members of their group (Cadinu et al., 2013), 
but do demonstrate ingroup stereotyping when considering the typicality of positive and 
negative masculine and feminine characteristics. There are normative expectations that 
women are communal and men agentic, which explains sex difference trends in a variety of 
social behaviours (Eagly & Wood, 1991) and, in turn, perceptions of trait typicality for both 
men and women. Thus, men may not be exempt from ingroup stereotyping after all. We 
found support, however, for our prediction that negative masculine characteristics would be 
unrelated to men’s intra-gender hostility.  This is consistent with the argument that negative 
stereotypes about men are broadly accepted, and imply that men are ‘designed for 
dominance’ (Glick et al., 2004), and, as such, do not serve to devalue men as a group. 
  Women who rated negative feminine traits as being more characteristic of their 
gender also reported greater intra-gender hostility. This may be a result of women’s 
internalised pervasive cultural stereotypes about the worth of feminine characteristics 
resulting in negative ingroup evaluations (Cowan & Ullman, 2006). In contrast, negative 
masculine characteristics are valued more in certain contexts (Eagly, 2007), implying that 
men are well suited to higher status positions (Glick et al., 2004), and as such, these do not 
pose a threat to group value.  
  Overall, perceptions of negative ingroup homogeneity seem to underpin both men and 
women’s intra-gender hostility for different reasons. Men appear motivated to uphold the 
gender-related status hierarchy and agentic stereotypes, while women appear to reflect 
internalised pervasive negative stereotypes which function to diminish their group worth.  
Together, these motivations ‘compliment’ each other, and suggest that a potential function or 
consequence of intra-gender hostility is the policing and maintenance of gender differences in 
the status hierarchy. 
69 
 
 
 
Limitations and Directions for Future Research 
  Although we have identified the relationship between negative ingroup stereotyping 
and intra-gender hostility, negative ingroup stereotyping accounted for a small proportion of 
the overall variance in intra-gender hostility. Clearly there is a continuing need to investigate 
the differential predictors of men and women’s attitudinal intra-gender hostility to gain a 
fuller understanding of its nature and causes. Multiple literatures have examined the 
correlates and causes of men and women’s negative ingroup attitudes (e.g. personal 
inadequacy; Cowan & Ullman, 2006; collective self-esteem; Cowan et al., 1998; gender-role 
orientation; Maltby & Day, 2001) and same-sex bullying (e.g. intra-sexual competition; 
Vaillancourt & Sharma, 2011; Buss & Dedden, 1990, gender-role violations; Phoenix et al., 
2003). However, these studies have examined the antecedents of intra-gender hostility 
separately for men and women, making it difficult to determine which are unique or common 
to each gender. Identifying the unique predictors of men and women’s intra-gender hostility 
may provide further evidence that the nature of this hostility is different for each gender and 
is related to their positions in the gender-related status hierarchy. For example, it may be that 
poorer collective self-esteem predicts women’s (but not men’s) intra-gender hostility, 
indicating that their lower status condition affects their evaluations of other women. 
  Further, we only examined men and women’s general endorsement of attitudinal 
intra-gender hostility. Though this enabled us to demonstrate that men and women’s 
endorsement of intra-gender hostility is similar, we did not focus on factors which could 
contextually activate these attitudes. It may be that women’s intra-gender hostility is 
activated more easily or in more contexts than men’s because of the unique pressures that 
women face as a group (Sheppard & Aquino, 2014). Further, most of the research examining 
men and women’s attitudinal intra-gender hostility has been correlational (Cowan et al., 
1998; Cowan, 2000; Cowan & Ullman, 2006; Maltby & Day, 2001), making it impossible to 
draw causal connection, so this is a key direction for future research. 
  We also did not examine gender differences in behavioural intra-gender hostility. 
There is research documenting the behavioural expression of women’s (Kaiser & Spalding, 
2015; Mancl, 2006: Vaillancourt & Sharma, 2011) and, to a lesser extent, men’s intra-gender 
hostility (Archer, 2004; Phoenix et al., 2003) in isolation, but the prevalence of these different 
manifestations among men and women have never been compared in a single analysis. It 
could be argued that women might express intra-gender hostility more commonly because of 
contextual factors or problems that are unique to their group, or that instances of women’s 
behavioural hostility are more salient than men’s because of gender-role violations (Rudman 
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& Glick, 2001; Heilman et al., 2004).  
 Finally, we were unable to use and interpret the partial correlation analyses for 
ingroup stereotyping due the large amount of missing data. As such, we did not meet Cadinu 
et al.’s (2013) three criteria for measuring ingroup stereotyping. However, we argue that 
within-participant partial correlations may not be the most appropriate method for measuring 
ingroup stereotyping given the truncated variation in participants’ evaluations of positive and 
negative traits as they relate to their ingroup. Further, our results can be considered internally 
valid because we were able to control for the influence of social desirability in our analyses, 
addressing a major concern previous researchers have expressed about the influence of 
ingroup favouritism on participant responses (Park & Judd, 1990). 
 Conclusion 
  The present investigation is the first to establish that the popular and empirical pre-
occupation with women’s intra-gender hostility is somewhat undeserved. Although the 
negative consequences of women’s problematic ingroup attitudes and relationships are clear, 
there is also a need to address biases in the perception of women’s conflict, and further 
investigate the consequences of men’s intra-gender hostility. Only then can we adequately 
address this insidious form of intra-group conflict which has negative implications for both 
intra- and inter-group relations between men and women.
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Chapter 4 
  In Chapter 3, I provided evidence that intra-gender hostility is a form of intra-group 
conflict endorsed by both men and women, and is potentially underpinned by different 
concerns for each gender. These findings provide preliminary evidence to suggest that men 
and women’s intra-gender hostility may have a status preserving function, and represent their 
different status positions in the gender-related status hierarchy. However, a broader 
examination is needed to provide clearer proof for these propositions. Thus, in Chapter 4, I 
build upon these findings and prior research to address the second question of this thesis: do 
the unique identity pressures women face as a lower status group contribute to their intra-
gender hostility?  
  Previous research has found women’s intra-gender hostility to be associated with 
ideologies that reflect and possibly reinforce their disadvantaged position (Cowan, 
Neighbors, DeLaMoreaux, & Behnke, 1998; Cowan & Ullman, 2006). However, the multiple 
correlates of, and motivations underpinning, women’s and, to a lesser extent, men’s intra-
gender hostility have been examined separately. This makes it difficult to determine whether 
women’s intra-gender hostility is actually related to ideologies which reflect and potentially 
reinforce their lower status position, or if these factors also predict men’s ingroup animosity. 
Comparing the predictors of intra-gender hostility within a single analysis, and observing a 
differential pattern of association for men and women, would provide more reliable evidence 
that women’s intra-gender hostility is related to ideologies which reflect and potentially 
reinforce their disadvantage. 
  Further, prior research has not considered whether men’s intra-gender hostility also 
has a status preserving function. This may be because men’s intra-gender hostility is 
considered a relatively normal or expected aspect of male social behaviour (Archer, 2009; 
McAndrew, 2009) and is seen as less problematic than female conflict (Sheppard & Aquino, 
2013). Examining the potential functions of men’s intra-gender hostility may help identify 
another way in which the gender-related status hierarchy is reinforced, and whether men and 
women’s intra-gender hostility work in complementary ways to reinforce gender inequality. 
  To address these gaps, I compared the pattern of association between a range of 
factors indicative of the unique identity pressures men and women face (i.e. sexual 
competitiveness regarding attractiveness and competence, collective self-esteem, sexist 
attitudes toward men and women, endorsement of feminist attitudes, and gender role 
orientation) and men and women’s endorsement of attitudinal intra-gender hostility. This 
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chapter was adapted from a manuscript which was submitted at Sex Roles. The chapter is 
presented here in its original manuscript form, and thus uses ‘we’ instead of ‘I’, and may 
present a degree of repetition of the theoretical arguments I have made previously. 
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Abstract 
Research has found that women’s hostility toward other women (i.e. intra-gender hostility) is 
related to ideologies which may reflect and reinforce their lower status position within the 
gender-related status hierarchy. However, there has been no consideration as to whether 
men’s intra-gender hostility is associated with factors that help maintain status inequalities 
between men and women. Further, most studies have investigated intra-gender hostility 
within one gender group. This makes it difficult to determine if the factors identified uniquely 
predict women’s intra-gender hostility and reflect their lower status position, or if they 
predict intra-gender hostility among both genders.  In the present study (N=708), we 
examined the role of six predictors in explaining men’s and women’s endorsement of intra-
gender hostility. Our results demonstrate that men and women’s intra-gender hostility is 
related to a network of beliefs which maintain gender inequality. Both men and women’s 
intra-gender hostility was positively associated with sexist attitudes (Hostility Toward Men 
and Hostile sexism, respectively), suggesting that a key function of intra-gender hostility may 
be policing gender-appropriate behaviour. Further, women’s (but not men’s) intra-gender 
hostility was associated with higher levels of sexual competitiveness regarding attractiveness 
and lower levels of collective self-esteem, suggesting that the unique identity pressures 
women face are associated with their ingroup animosity. Overall, our results suggest that 
intra-gender hostility is a form of intra-group conflict for both men and women which is 
related to a network of beliefs that serve to reinforce gender inequality. 
 
Key words: Intra-gender Hostility; Hostility Toward Women; Hostility Toward Men; Intra-
group behaviour; Intra-group conflict 
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Men and women’s intra-gender hostility is associated with their relative positions in the 
gender-related status hierarchy 
  Intra-gender hostility refers to an individual’s negative attitudes and behaviours 
towards his or her gender, either focusing on specific individual members or the group as a 
whole. Research has primarily investigated the causes of this hostility among women, finding 
that women’s intra-gender hostility may be a consequence of internalised misogyny. 
Women’s’ ingroup rejection is proposed to occur as a result of false consciousness (Jost & 
Banaji, 1994) whereby members of disadvantaged groups hold beliefs about their group 
which are contrary to personal and group interests and help maintain the group’s 
disadvantaged position. As women’s intra-gender hostility is positively associated with 
women’s emotional dependence on men (Cowan, Neighbors, DeLaMoreaux, & Behnke, 
1998), victim blaming (Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995), and poorer interpersonal relationships 
with other women (Cowan & Ullman, 2006), women’s negative ingroup attitudes impact 
women’s relationships with each other and may be related to ideologies that perpetuate 
women’s disadvantage. 
  However, there are two important gaps in our understanding of intra-gender hostility. 
First, while intra-gender hostility among men has been acknowledged (Reigeluth & Addis, 
2016), there has been no consideration as to whether it might also help to maintain status 
inequalities between men and women. Previous work on men’s intra-gender hostility has 
examined individual level motivations, such as personal self-esteem and gender-role 
orientation (Maltby & Day, 2001). A lesser focus on the broad function of men’s intra-gender 
hostility may be a consequence of the perception that  conflict between men is considered a 
relatively normal or expected aspect of male social behaviour (Archer, 2009; McAndrew, 
2009) and is consequently seen as less problematic than female conflict (Sheppard & Aquino, 
2013).  However, research to date has not considered whether men’s intra-gender hostility, 
like women’s, is related to factors which may serve to maintain the gender-related status 
hierarchy. Women’s propensity to denigrate their own group is associated with the 
perpetuation of prejudicial attitudes, as criticisms of women by women are far less likely to 
be identified as discriminatory (Baron, Burgess, & Kao, 1991) and are seen as more credible 
than men’s criticisms of women (Sutton, Elder, & Douglas, 2006). However, the extent to 
which men’s intra-gender hostility may also reinforce the gender-related status hierarchy is 
yet to be established.   
  Second, most studies have separately explored the multiple correlates of, and 
motivations underpinning, men and women’s intra-gender hostility. This makes it difficult to 
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determine if the factors identified by research to date uniquely predict women’s intra-gender 
hostility, or if they predict intra-gender hostility among both genders. That is, whether 
women’s intra-gender hostility is related to ideologies which reflect their lower status 
position within the gender-related status hierarchy, or if these factors also predict men’s 
ingroup animosity. Comparing the predictors of intra-gender hostility within a single 
analysis, and observing a differential pattern of association for men and women, would 
provide more reliable evidence that women’s intra-gender hostility is related to ideologies 
which reflect and potentially reinforce their lower status.  
  Thus, the present study concurrently analyses the pattern of association between a 
range of factors indicative of the unique identity pressures men and women face (i.e. sexual 
competitiveness regarding attractiveness and competence, collective self-esteem, sexist 
attitudes toward men and women, endorsement of feminist attitudes, and gender role 
orientation) and men and women’s general negative attitudes about members of their gender, 
to clarify whether such intra-group processes function in complementary ways to maintain 
unequal status outcomes between the genders.  
  We first review and integrate several literatures which examine the causes and 
correlates of women’s and men’s intra-gender hostility. We compare and contrast these 
explanations for each gender in six sub-sections throughout the introduction and conclude 
each section with our predictions for that construct (see Table 1 for a summary of 
hypotheses).                              
      Why Does Intra-Gender Hostility Occur? 
  Multiple explanations for women’s and, to a lesser extent, men’s intra-gender hostility 
have been examined. Broadly, we anticipate that women’s intra-gender hostility will be 
positively related to factors that reflect the unique identity pressures they face as a lower 
status group, and their internalisation of patriarchal values which serve to maintain the 
gender-related status hierarchy. Similarly, we expect that men’s intra-gender hostility will be 
positively related to factors that reflect the unique identity pressures they face as a higher 
status group and their endorsement of patriarchal values which preserve men’s higher status. 
  Although the present study is correlational, we argue that examining the association 
between this network of beliefs and intra-gender hostility is important regardless of the causal 
direction. This is because both causal pathways may reinforce the gender-related status 
hierarchy. On the one hand, it may be that the unique identity pressures women face and their 
internalisation of patriarchal attitudes undermine their propensity for ingroup solidarity. This 
in turn may reinforce unequal status outcomes between men and women, as women’s sense 
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of connection to and concern for other women predicts greater engagement in actions to 
improve women’s status and opportunities (Kelly & Breinlinger, 1995), while women’s 
ingroup denigration perpetuates prejudicial attitudes against their gender (Baron et al., 1991; 
Sutton et al., 2006). Alternatively, it may be that women who experience greater animosity 
toward other women feel that their group’s lower status position is deserved. As a result, they 
may be more likely to endorse patriarchal attitudes which justify this, and are consequently 
more susceptible to experiencing the unique identity pressures associated with their lower 
status (e.g. distancing themselves from other women in contexts where feminine 
characteristics are devalued).  
  A similar argument can be made that men’s internalisation of traditional gender roles 
and sexist ideologies may increase their intra-gender hostility. Although the content of gender 
stereotypes about men is negative (as dominant, arrogant; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002), 
they do however suggest that men are ‘designed for dominance’ and well-suited to positions 
of power and control (Glick et al., 2004). From this perspective, men may learn to evaluate 
their gender more negatively. Alternatively, men who endorse more hostile attitudes toward 
other members of their gender may believe that their higher status position is deserved 
because of these ‘negative’ qualities which innately suit them for positions of status and 
power. Thus, they may endorse ideologies which justify this belief, and are consequently 
more susceptible to experiencing the unique identity pressures associated with maintaining 
this position (e.g. competing with other men for social and economic resources which 
reinforce their breadwinner role and higher status position relative to women). However, 
men’s intra-gender hostility may also serve an additional, opposing function. It is possible 
that men who more strongly endorse feminist attitudes also endorse intra-gender hostility as 
way of confronting or rejecting patriarchy and men’s subjugation of women. Thus 
paradoxically, depending on their ideological orientation, men’s intra-gender hostility may 
serve a dual function: either maintaining gender inequality, or challenging the status quo. 
  Overall, it is argued that both causal pathways can serve to reinforce the gender-
related status hierarchy, as intra-gender hostility can be seen to be caused by the unique 
identity pressures men and women face as higher and lower status groups, respectively or to 
increase men and women’s endorsement of attitudes which reinforce status differences 
between them. Thus, identifying this pattern of association is an important step in addressing 
under-examined causes or consequences of gender inequality. 
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Table 1 
 
Hypothesised relationship between intra-gender hostility and each construct.  
Construct Expected direction for 
women 
(H#) 
Expected direction for 
men 
(H#) 
Sexual competitiveness regarding 
attractiveness 
+ 
(H1a) 
 
n/a 
(H1b) 
Sexual competitiveness regarding 
competence 
n/a 
(H1d) 
 
+ 
(H1c) 
Private collective self-esteem  - 
(H2a) 
 
n/a 
(H2c) 
Importance to identity 
 
- 
(H2b) 
 
n/a 
(H2c) 
Hostile Sexism + 
(H3a) 
 
 
Hostility Toward Men  + 
(H3b) 
 
Benevolent Sexism + 
(H3c) 
 
 
Benevolence Toward Men  + 
(H3d) 
 
Endorsement of feminist attitudes  - 
(H4a) 
+ 
(H4b) 
 
Masculine gender role orientation + 
(H5a) 
- 
(H5b) 
 
Feminine gender-role orientation  n/a 
(H5d) 
+ 
(H5c) 
 
Note: ‘+’ denotes a predicted positive association; ‘-’ denotes a predicted negative 
association; ‘n/a’ denotes no predicated association; a black space denotes that the construct 
was only measured among one gender, thus no prediction was made. 
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Sexual Competitiveness and Self Objectification 
  From an evolutionary perspective, intra-gender hostility represents an innate 
competitive instinct regarding mate attraction. According to Parental Investment Theory 
(Trivers, 1972), men have evolved to prefer mates with features that indicate fertility and 
reproductive success, such as a youthful appearance (Kenrick & Keefe, 1992), a smaller 
waist-to-hip ratio (Streeter & McBurney, 2003) and a smaller body mass index (Tassinary & 
Hansen, 1998). These physical characteristics signal that a man can successfully procreate 
and ensure the continuation of his genetic line. As a result, women have evolved to compete 
with each other regarding their physical attractiveness. Women will punish sexually available 
peers (Vaillancourt & Sharma, 2011), derogate other women’s appearance to make them 
undesirable to men (Buss & Dedden, 1990), and report greater upset when imagining a rival 
enhancing their physical appearance and acting in a sexually available manner (Bleske & 
Shackleford, 2001) because attractive female rivals pose a threat to their ability to attract and 
retain a suitable mate. From a social psychological perspective, this hostility may also reflect 
societal pressures placed on women to focus on their physical appearance (Schlenker, Caron, 
& Halteman, 1998) and value romantic relationships (DePaulo & Morris, 2006). In fact, 
women report greater attitudinal intra-gender hostility when exposed to attractive women, 
suggesting that hostility can be activated in certain contexts as a result of social comparison 
(Loya, Cowan, & Walters, 2006). Thus, there are evolutionary and social psychological 
mechanisms which may increase the likelihood that on average, women will view other 
women as rivals and possible ‘obstacles’ to attracting a mate and validating their relational 
worth. As these pressures enhance women’s negative perceptions of other women, they could 
serve to reinforce the gender-related status hierarchy by undermining the potential for 
ingroup co-operation and collective action. 
  In contrast, women have evolved to select mates on the basis of social and economic 
resources and a willingness to share these resources to ensure the livelihood of their offspring 
(Buss, 1989). As a result, men are more likely to employ self-enhancement and derogation 
tactics that are linked to possession of resources, social status, ambition, industriousness, and 
physical prowess (Buss & Dedden, 1990), rather than physical attractiveness (Bleske & 
Shackleford, 2001). From a social psychological perspective, this could also reflect 
traditional social expectations placed on men to act as breadwinners and providers for their 
partners and families (Glick & Fiske, 1999). It may be that these societal expectations and 
evolved behaviours contribute to men’s perceptions that other men may prevent them from 
demonstrating their worth as a provider. In this context, men’s intra-gender hostility may be 
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motivated by wanting to acquire or retain social and economic resources which reinforce 
their breadwinner role and higher status position relative to women. 
  These distinct identity pressures and motivations lead to differing hypotheses for men 
and women.  Specifically,  it was hypothesised that sexual competitiveness regarding 
attractiveness would be positively associated with women’s (but not men’s) attitudinal intra-
gender hostility (H1a); while sexual competitiveness regarding competence would be 
positively associated with men’s (but not women’s) attitudinal intra-gender hostility (H1b). 
Collective Self-Esteem and Identity Threat 
  There is a line of research that suggests women’s membership in a devalued social 
group influences their perceptions and treatment of other women.. Although people generally 
associate more positive traits (e.g. happy, good) with women compared to men (known as the 
‘women are wonderful’ effect; Eagly, Mladinic & Otto, 1991; Eagly & Mladinic, 1994), this 
is only true for status irrelevant characteristics. Women are subject to numerous negative 
stereotypes in relation to status relevant dimensions which draw the worth of their group into 
question (Cowan & Ullman, 2006) and justify their lower status position (e.g. women are 
emotional; Jones, Farina, Hastorf, Markus, Miller, & Scott, 1984; women are unfit leaders; 
Schein, Mueller, Lituchy, & Liu, 1996). The argument is that exposure to these pervasive 
negative stereotypes is likely to influence women’s evaluations of the worth of their gender. 
There is some evidence to this effect with women reporting lower levels of collective self-
esteem (the sense of esteem and identity derived from membership in particular social 
groups; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992) than do men (Katz, Joiner, & Kwon, 2002). Moreover, 
women who report lower collective self-esteem report higher levels of attitudinal intra-gender 
hostility (Cowan et al., 1998) indicating an association between their evaluations of other 
women and the perceived worth and value of their group.  Further, a devalued social identity 
can impact women’s attitudes towards their gender in specific contexts. The Queen Bee effect 
describes the tendency for women in positions of authority within male dominated 
organisations to treat their subordinate female workers in a harsher fashion than male workers 
(Staines, Jayaratne, & Tavris, 1974). QBS is more likely to occur when female workers have 
encountered discrimination in the workplace and report lower identification with their gender 
(Derks, van Laar, Ellemers, & de Groot, 2011; Derks, Ellemers, van Laar, & de Groot, 2011). 
This suggests that women in these contexts may derogate other women to distance 
themselves from negative stereotypes about their group’s competence, and enable their career 
goals in sexist organisational cultures.  
  Considered together, the combination of poorer collective self-esteem, identity threat, 
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and women’s intra-gender hostility may serve to reinforce the gender-related status hierarchy. 
The process of women distancing themselves from and derogating other women may 
reinforce prejudicial attitudes toward their gender (Baron et al., 1991) and cumulatively 
reduce women’s motivation to improve their group’s status and opportunities. Therefore, it 
was hypothesised that women’s collective self-esteem will be negatively related to their intra-
gender hostility. Specifically, we expected that women’s private evaluations of their group 
worth (private CSE; H2a) and their level of identification with their gender (importance to 
identity; H2b) would be negatively related to intra-gender hostility. 
  Although collective self-esteem has not been examined in relation to men’s intra-
gender hostility, we expect that it will not be significantly associated with men’s general 
negative attitudes toward other men. The content of negative stereotypes about men (as 
dominant, arrogant; Fiske et al., 2002) suggest that men are ‘designed for dominance’ and 
suited to positions of power and control (Glick et al., 2004) and, as such, do not present a 
salient social identity threat to men. Maltby and Day (2003) demonstrated that men with a 
high positive regard for men who experience social identity threat reported even more 
positive feelings toward their gender afterwards. In contrast, men with less positive attitudes 
toward men who experience the same threat reported no changes in their attitudes toward 
men. Both groups, however, reported more negative attitudes toward women after 
experiencing identity threat. This suggests that threats to identity result in more negative 
attitudes toward women from both men and women, and that men’s responses to identity 
threat are directed at outgroup, not ingroup members. As such, it was hypothesised that men’s 
collective self-esteem would not be significantly associated with their intra-gender hostility 
(H2c).  
Internalised Sexism  
  Women’s intra-gender hostility has been conceptualised as a consequence of 
internalised misogyny, which serves to make women more prone to disliking and rejecting 
their own group (Cowan, 2000). Ingroup rejection is proposed to occur as a result of false 
consciousness (Jost & Banaji, 1994) whereby members of disadvantaged groups hold beliefs 
about their group which are contrary to personal and group interests, and which help maintain 
the group’s disadvantaged position. This argument is supported by the positive associations 
observed between women’s hostility toward women (general negative attitudes toward other 
women which portray them as jealous, deceitful, and a source of frustration; Lonsway & 
Fitzgerald, 1995), hostile sexism (HS), and benevolent sexism (BS), respectively (Forbes, 
Adams-Curtis, & White, 2004), and suggests that intra-gender hostility, similar to ambivalent 
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sexism, may function to maintain the gender-related status hierarchy.  
  HS is an adversarial ideology in which women are perceived as seeking to control 
men and subvert their structural power through female sexuality or feminist ideology. 
Women’s endorsement of hostile sexism is related to more negative views of non-traditional 
women who are perceived as subverting the gender-related status hierarchy (Glick, Diebold, 
Bailey-Werner, & Zhu, 1997; Masser & Abrams, 2004; Becker, 2010). Conversely, BS is a 
subjectively favourable ideology which offers protection and affection toward women who 
embrace traditional gender roles (Glick & Fiske, 1996). However, although BS reflects 
subjectively positive evaluations of women, benevolent sexists do endorse prescriptive belief 
systems regarding women’s appropriate behaviour. As such, endorsement of BS has been 
found to predict more negative evaluations of women who violate traditional gender 
stereotypes and expectations that women are moral, chaste, and nurturing (Abrams, Viki, 
Masser, & Bohner, 2003) but, importantly, does not predict hostile reactions to women who 
subvert men’s status (Masser & Abrams, 2004). Thus, women’s intra-gender hostility may 
reflect a desire to maintain gender inequality and men’s higher status, possibly by 
respectively punishing women who threaten men’s power, and violate prescriptive feminine 
stereotypes. 
 Although men’s sexist attitudes toward men have not been examined in relation to 
intra-gender hostility, there is evidence that a similar pattern may emerge. Gender-role 
atypical men are often the targets of homophobic bullying by other men because of their 
perceived homosexual identity (Rivers & Duncan, 2002) or feminine self-presentation 
(Phoenix, Frosh, & Pattman, 2003). In this regard, intra-gender hostility can be 
conceptualised as a control mechanism to punish peers who violate gender norms (Renold, 
2005). Similarly, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, and Rudman (2010) found that male and female 
participants disliked modest men more than modest women, and this effect was mediated by 
perceptions that they violated agentic qualities linked to men’s higher status (e.g. confidence, 
ambition). Thus, gender role atypical men can be penalised for engaging in behaviours which 
are perceived to jeopardise men’s status and power. 
  In a similar vein, the nature of sexist attitudes toward men serves to reinforce their 
higher status relative to women. Hostility toward men (HM) reflects the endorsement of 
negative stereotypes (e.g. arrogant and competitive) which portray male dominance as 
inevitable and deserved, and disparages men’s abilities in traditionally female domains (Glick 
& Fiske, 1999; Glick & Whitehead, 2010). In contrast, benevolence toward men (BM) 
reflects favourable attitudes toward men who embody traditional gender roles (Glick & Fiske, 
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1999) and is associated with support for traditional values (Feather, 2004). Although not 
examined in prior research, it may be that both HM and BM are positively associated with 
men’s intra-gender hostility, because hostility is directed toward ingroup members who 
destabilise the gender-related status hierarchy and violate prescriptive agentic stereotypes, 
respectively. Thus, similar to women, men’s intra-gender hostility may be associated with 
ideologies which potentially serve to maintain their higher status.  
  Thus, we expect that HS (H3a) and HM (H3b) will be positively related to women 
and men’s intra-gender hostility, respectively. Similarly, BS (H3c) and BM (H3d) will be 
positively associated with women and men’s intra-gender hostility, respectively. 
Endorsement of Feminist Attitudes 
  Given that women who endorse traditional beliefs and prescriptive gender stereotypes 
are more likely to endorse intra-gender hostility, we also anticipate that espousing non-
traditional and egalitarian beliefs will be related to lower intra-gender hostility. Feminism is 
generally defined as establishing and achieving equal political, social, economic, and person 
rights for women (Hawkesworth, 2006). Implicit in this definition is a concern for the welfare 
of, and positive attitudes toward women, as a group which should be associated with less 
intra-gender hostility. Further, endorsement of feminist attitudes predicts engagement in 
gender-related collective action (Nelson, Liss, Erchull, Hurt, Ramsey, Turner, & Haines, 
2008) and greater recognition of gender discrimination (Schneider, 1982; Moradi & Subich, 
2002), suggesting that an underlying desire for social change would mitigate intra-gender 
hostility. 
  However, despite this theoretically argued relationship, previous research has failed to 
find an association between feminist identification and women’s intra-gender hostility 
(Cowan et al., 1998). However, this may be due to measurement issues. Cowan et al. (1998) 
employed two true/false statements (I consider myself a feminist; I am in favour of the 
feminist movement) to assess feminist identification. However, these items do not assess 
attitudes underpinning feminism and degree of self-identification as a feminist, and 
consequently make it difficult to ascertain whether participants’ degree of identification and 
endorsement of feminist attitudes impact their evaluations of women as a group. This was 
addressed in the present study by measuring the extent to which women felt that men and 
women deserved equal opportunities and were motivated to improve women’s status. 
  However, a different pattern of association may emerge for men. As discussed 
previously, men’s intra-gender hostility may also reflect a desire to challenge patriarchy and 
the gender-related status hierarchy. In support for this, Cameron and Lalonde (2001) found 
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that self-categorised non-traditional men reported weaker ingroup ties and lower positive 
gender-related affect than traditional men. As masculine or agentic characteristics are seen as 
important for leadership roles and imply that men are suited for positions of power (Glick et 
al., 2004), men who internalise masculine characteristics as part of their self-concept may feel 
more positively about their gender. Alternatively, men who are less inclined to incorporate 
these characteristics into their identity may feel more negatively about their gender because 
they acknowledge the role of patriarchy in the subjugation of women, resulting in negative 
evaluations of their group. To date, neither of these propositions has been empirically tested. 
Therefore, it was hypothesised that endorsement of feminist attitudes will be negatively 
related to women’s intra-gender hostility (H4a), but positively related to men’s intra-gender 
hostility (H4b). 
Gender-Role Orientation 
  A more masculine self-definition among women has been associated with greater 
intra-gender hostility. The argument is that a masculine identity reflects a woman’s desire to 
distance herself from other women because of a perceived social disadvantage to being 
associated with her gender (Derks, van Laar et al., 2011; Derks, Ellemers et al., 2011). These 
findings further highlight how the unique identity pressures faced by women as a lower status 
group may facilitate their intra-gender hostility and inhibit their solidarity.  In contrast, the 
adoption of agentic traits positively affects men’s attitudes toward their gender. Men who 
endorse a more masculine gender role orientation also report more positive attitudes towards 
their gender across specific domains (Maltby & Day, 2001) and self-categorised traditional 
men report stronger ingroup ties and more positive gender-related affect that non-traditional 
men (Cameron & Lalonde, 2001). However, it is important to note some methodological 
constraints. Previous research has not operationalised intra-gender hostility for men and 
women in equivalent ways (i.e. gender-related affect versus self-group distancing), so it is 
unclear if a masculine gender role orientation predicts men and women’s general negative 
attitudes toward members of their gender. Further, Cameron and Lalonde (2001) asked men 
to identify themselves as traditional, non-traditional, or (pro-) feminist, rather than assessing 
and using the content of their attitudes to categorise participants. We expected that a more 
masculine gender role orientation would be positively associated with women’s (H5a) and 
negatively associated with men’s (H5b) intra-gender hostility. In contrast, we predicted that a 
feminine gender-role orientation would be positively associated with men’s (H5c) intra-
gender hostility, as non-traditional men report greater negativity toward members of their 
84 
 
 
gender (Cameron & Lalonde, 2001).We did not expect any association between a feminine 
gender-role orientation and women’s intra-gender hostility (H5d). 
The Present Research 
  The aim of this research is to determine whether men and women’s intra-gender 
hostility is associated with a network of beliefs which serve to reinforce the gender-related 
status hierarchy.  Specifically, we anticipate that women’s intra-gender hostility will be 
positively related to factors that are indicative of their lower status condition and 
internalisation of patriarchal values which draw the worth of their group into question (sexual 
competitiveness regarding attractiveness, collective self-esteem, sexism, masculine gender-
role orientation), and negatively related to factors which indicate a greater concern for 
women as a group and interest in women’s issues (feminist identification). In contrast, we 
expect that men’s intra-gender hostility will be positively related to factors that preserve their 
higher status position (sexism, sexual competitiveness regarding competence), and their 
dislike and disapproval of men’s subjugation of women (feminist identification, feminine 
gender role orientation). However, we predict that men’s hostility towards other men will be 
unrelated to factors concerned with group worth. To test these predictions, we measured men 
and women’s intra-gender hostility and the six motivations discussed above, and, given that 
the operationalisation of constructs varied between men and women performed separate 
hierarchical multiple regressions for men and women. 
Method 
Participants 
  Seven hundred and eight (318 men, 390 women) first year psychology students from a 
large university in South-East Queensland (Mage = 19.86, SD = 4.12) were given course credit 
for their participation. The racial breakdown of the sample was 54.30% White, 37.60% 
Asian, 2.10% Indian, 2.10% mixed race, and 4.00% other. In terms of education, 57.20% of 
participants had completed high school or an equivalent qualification (e.g. GED), 34.20% had 
completed some university, 6.80% had completed a bachelor’s degree, and the remaining 
1.80% had completed some high school, postgraduate study, or trade/technical/vocational 
training. 
Procedure and Measures 
  All measures were counterbalanced to control for order effects. Responses were 
averaged such that higher scores indicated greater levels of each construct. Once participants 
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had completed these measures, they were debriefed as to the true aims of the study. In 
addition to assessing the predictors and participants’ endorsement of intra-gender hostility, 
we also measured two control variables (general anger and competitiveness). This was to 
ensure that the results of our multiple regression analyses were not impacted by participants’ 
general propensity for aggression and competitiveness, and instead reflected the predictors of 
their specific negative beliefs about members of their gender. 
  Intra-gender hostility was measured using the male (α=.76) and female (α=.85) 
subscales of the Gender Hostility Scale (Straus & Mouradian, 1999) for men and women, 
respectively. This scale assesses participants’ negative affect toward and beliefs about other 
members of their gender, and their propensity to view them as a source of frustration (e.g. 
Women/Men irritate me a lot, Women/Men are rude) across 5 items. Participants’ responses 
to the items were measured on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 
(strongly agree). We chose not to use the original Hostility Toward Women and Hostility 
Toward Men scales (Check & Malamuth, 1983) because these scales employ a True-False 
format, restricting the range of measurement. We also chose not to use the Women’s Hostility 
Toward Women scale (Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995), because the authors did not develop a 
comparable measure to assess men’s hostility toward men. These parallel measures are 
needed for us to accurately contrast the predictors of men and women’s intra-gender hostility. 
The Gender Hostility Scales address these limitations, demonstrating excellent reliability 
(Straus & Mouradian, 1999). 
  Sexual competitiveness was assessed using the Intrasexual Competition Scale (Buunk 
& Fisher, 2009). Participants indicated the applicability of each item on a 7-point scale 
ranging from 1 (not at all applicable) to 7 (completely applicable). As we were interested in 
examining the relationship between sexual competitiveness regarding attractiveness and 
intra-gender hostility, rather than general intrasexual competition, an exploratory factor 
analysis was conducted to derive a testable factor structure. 
  A principal components analysis using varimax rotation was conducted, and after four 
cross-loading items and items measuring general competitiveness were eliminated, a simple 
two factor solution was derived. Factor 1 accounted for 33.96% of the total variance, with 
factor loadings ranging from .73 to .86. This theme encapsulated intra-gender competition 
regarding competence and success (e.g. I tend to look for negative characteristics in 
women/men who are very successful). Factor 2 accounted for 33.87% of the total variance, 
with factor loadings ranging from .75 to .85. This theme encapsulated intra-gender 
competition regarding attractiveness (e.g. I can’t stand it when I meet another woman/man 
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who is more attractive than I am). Both sexual competitiveness sub-scales were included in 
the final analyses and demonstrated high internal consistency (α=.84 for both subscales). 
Higher scores indicated greater levels of sexual competitiveness with other ingroup members 
(i.e. competitiveness with other men for male participants, and competitiveness with other 
women for female participants). 
  Collective self-esteem was measured using the four sub-scales of the Collective Self-
Esteem Scale (Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992): private collective self-esteem, the extent to which 
an individual positively evaluates their social group (e.g. I often regret that I belong to this 
social group; α=.80); public collective self-esteem, how other’s evaluate an individual’s 
group (e.g. In general, others think that the social group I am a member of are unworthy; 
α=.70); membership esteem, the extent to which an individual evaluates themselves as a good 
group member (e.g. I feel I don’t have much to offer to the social groups I belong to; α=.76); 
and importance to identity, the extent to which an individual’s group membership is 
important to their self-concept (e.g. Overall, my group membership has very little to do with 
how I feel about myself; α=.72). Participants indicated their agreement with each item on a 7-
point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) scale.  
  The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1996) measured women’s hostile 
(e.g. Once a woman gets a man to commit to her, she usually tries to put him on a tight leash; 
α=.75) and benevolent sexist attitudes (e.g. Many women have a quality of purity that few 
men possess; α=.71) towards women. Only female participants completed this measure. 
  The Ambivalence Toward Men Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1999) was used to measure 
men’s sexism toward other men. This scale comprises two subscales measuring hostile (e.g. 
Men will always fight to have greater control in society than women; α=.85) and benevolent 
sexist attitudes (e.g. Men are less likely to fall apart in emergencies than women are; α=.84) 
towards men. Only male participants completed this measure. For both sexism scales, 
participants indicated their agreement with each item on a 6-point scale ranging from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).  
  The Synthesis and Active Commitment sub-scales of the Feminist Identity Composite 
(Fischer et al., 2000) were used to measure endorsement of feminist attitudes. The synthesis 
sub-scale measures the extent to which participants have developed a positive feminist 
identity, and have transcended traditional gender roles. Two items were altered for male 
participants because of inappropriate wording (I enjoy the pride and self-assurance that 
comes from being a strong female and I am proud to be a competent woman). These items 
were re-written to read ‘I enjoy the pride and self-assurance of strong females’ and ‘I am 
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proud of competent women’. The Synthesis subscale demonstrated acceptable internal 
consistency for men (α=.70), and women (α=.75) respectively which is consistent with α=.68 
reported reliability of the subscale (Fischer et al., 2000). 
  The active commitment sub-scale measures the extent to which participants possess a 
deep commitment to social change and the belief that men are equal to, but not the same as, 
women (e.g. I want to work to improve women’s status). This subscale also demonstrated 
acceptable internal consistency for men (α=.77), and women (α=.79). For each subscale, 
participants indicated their agreement with each item on a 5-point scale from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).   
  Gender role orientation was measured using the short form of the Revised Bem Sex 
Role Inventory (Choi, Fuqua, & Newman, 2009). This scale measures gender-role orientation 
across three sub-factors: femininity (e.g. affectionate, warm; α=.91), personal masculinity 
(e.g. defends own beliefs, independent; α=.72) an internal and personal dimension of 
masculinity; and social masculinity (e.g. dominant, aggressive; α=.76) a social control 
oriented dimension of masculinity. Participants were asked to indicate how well each of these 
characteristics described them on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (never or almost never true) 
to 7 (always or almost always true).  
  General competitiveness was measured using the 5-item competition subscale of the 
Individual-Collectivism Scale (Wagner, 1995) which assesses the importance accorded to 
competitive success (e.g. Winning is everything; α=.81). Participants were asked to indicate 
their agreement with each item on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 
(strongly agree). 
  General anger was measured using the short form of the Aggression Questionnaire 
(Buss & Perry, 1992) which assesses participants’ propensity for aggressive behaviour and 
affect (I flare up quickly but get over it quickly; α=.85). Participants were asked to indicate 
their agreement with each item on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 
(strongly agree). 
Results 
Men and Women’s Endorsement of Attitudinal Intra-Gender Hostility 
 An independent samples t-test revealed no significant difference in men (M = 2.08, 
SD = 0.47) and women’s (M = 2.04, SD = 0.53) endorsement of intra-gender hostility, t(706) 
= 1.16, p = .246, CI Mdiff [-.030, .118], ds = 0.09.  
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Suppression 
  Inspection of the correlation matrices (see Tables 2 and 3) showed that most of the 
predicted relationships were evident at the zero-order level (see supplementary materials for 
full description of results). However, comparison of the correlation matrices and regression 
outputs revealed that four predictors recorded significant beta weights and inflated semi-
partial correlation coefficients, although they were not significantly associated with intra-
gender hostility at the zero-order level. Specifically, sexual competitiveness regarding 
competence, BS, and the synthesis subscale of the Feminist Identity Composite Scale were 
not significantly correlated with women’s intra-gender hostility (see Table 2); and BM was 
not significantly correlated with men’s intra-gender hostility (see Table 3). This indicates that 
by virtue of their relationships with other predictors in the regression equation, these 
variables removed irrelevant variance from other predictor variable(s), thus improving the 
predictive power of the model (i.e. classical suppression; Conger, 1974). As these suppressed 
relationships are a statistical artefact and have no zero-order relationship with the criterion, 
these variables will be ignored when considering the predictors of intra-gender hostility in the 
present research. 
Predictors of Intra-Gender Hostility 
  Two 2-stage hierarchical multiple regressions were conducted with men and women’s 
intra-gender hostility as the criterion. We did not conduct moderated multiple regression as 
male and female participants completed differently worded scales for feminist identification, 
and different measures of sexist attitudes.1 General anger and competitiveness were entered 
in Block 1 to control for their effects. The measures of sexual competitiveness, collective 
                                                          
1 The pattern of results changed somewhat when using moderated multiple regression. Only three variables were 
independently associated with intra-gender hostility. Contrary to expectations, private collective self-esteem, β = -.27, p < 
.001, sr2 = .03, and Active Commitment, β = -.10, p = .021, sr2 = .01, were negatively associated with men and women’s 
intra-gender hostility. In line with H3c and H3d, BS/BM was positively associated with intra-gender hostility, β = .10, p = 
.028, sr2 = .01.  
  Three of the predictor x gender interactions were significant. The sexual competitiveness regarding competence x 
gender interaction was significant, β = -.23, p = .015, sr2 = .01. But contrary to H1d, simple slopes analyses revealed that 
sexual competitiveness regarding competence was positively associated with women’s intra-gender hostility, b = .07, p 
<.001. Contrary to H1c, sexual competitiveness was not associated with men’s intra-gender hostility, b = .02, p = .344. The 
HS/HM x gender interaction was also significant, β = 1.23, p < .001, sr2 = .07. Consistent with H3b, HM was positively 
associated with men’s intra-gender hostility, b = .15, p < .001. However, contrary to H3a, HS was unrelated to women’s 
intra-gender hostility, b = .01, p = .794. Finally, the BS/BM x gender interaction was significant, β = -1.42, p < .001, sr2 = 
.08. Simple slopes analyses revealed that consistent with H3c, BS was positively associated with women’s intra-gender 
hostility, b = .22, p < .001. However, contrary to H3d, BM was unrelated to men’s intra-gender hostility, b = -.05, p = .08. 
  However, as two of the predictors (sexism and feminist attitudes) were measured using different items for men and 
women, the results are potentially unreliable, and should be interpreted with caution. Related to this, the separate analyses 
for men and women are retained as the primary analyses given the different items used to assess sexism and feminist 
attitudes. 
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self-esteem, sexism, endorsement of feminist attitudes, and gender role orientation were 
entered in Block 2.  
  Women’s intra-gender hostility. Block 1 was significant, F(2, 384) = 13.22, p < 
.001, although only general anger was significantly associated with intra-gender hostility, 
such that women who reported greater aggression were more likely to endorse intra-gender 
hostility. The predictors in Block 2 accounted for a significant proportion of the variance in 
intra-gender hostility over and above the control variables, F(14, 370) = 10.97, p <.001. 
However, only three variables that had significant zero-order associations with intra gender 
hostility were independently associated with the criterion in the regression analysis (see Table 
4). As expected, sexual competitiveness regarding attractiveness (H1a) and HS (H3a) were 
positively associated with intra-gender hostility. Thus, women who are more sexually 
competitive with other women regarding their physical appearance, and who more strongly 
endorse HS, report greater intra-gender hostility. As hypothesised, private collective self-
esteem (H2a) was negatively associated with intra-gender hostility. Thus, women who feel 
more positive about their group membership report lower intra-gender hostility. 
  Men’s intra-gender hostility. Similar to the results obtained with women, Block 1 
was significant F(3, 312) = 6.97, p = .001, with only general anger significantly positively 
associated with intra-gender hostility. The predictors in Block 2 accounted for a significant 
proportion of the variance in intra-gender hostility over and above the control variables, F(14, 
298) = 8.85, p <.001. However, only one variable that had significant zero- order associations 
with intra gender hostility was independently associated with the criterion (see Table 5). As 
expected, HM (H3b) was positively associated with intra-gender hostility. This indicates that 
men who more strongly endorse HM report greater intra-gender hostility. 
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Table 2 
 
Means, standard deviations, and correlations among all variables for female participants. 
*p <.05 **p <.01 ***p <.001 
 
Note: Hostility toward women was assessed using a 1-4 scale; sexism was assessed using a 1-6 scale; endorsement of feminist attitudes was 
assessed using a 1-5 scale; general anger, general competitiveness, sexual competitiveness, collective self-esteem, and gender role orientation 
were assessed using a 1-7 scale. 
Variables Mean (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
1. Hostility toward women 2.04 (0.52) -               
Control variables                 
2. General anger 2.29 (0.72) .25*** -              
3. General competitiveness 3.53 (1.19) .11* -.29*** -             
Sexual competitiveness                 
4. Attractiveness 3.39 (1.45) .18*** .26*** .35*** -            
5. Competence 1.95 (1.09) .06 .14*** .13** .42*** -           
Collective self-esteem                 
6. Membership esteem 5.10 (0.99) -.24*** -.23** -.15** -.09* -.24*** -          
7. Public collective self-esteem 4.76 (0.93) -.10*** -.17** .03 .06 -.05 .25*** -         
8. Private collective self-esteem 5.34 (1.02) -.35* -.21*** -.10* -.07 -.21*** .59*** .34*** -        
9. Importance to identity 4.21 (1.12) -.17*** -.01 .09* .02 .02 .38*** .15*** .43*** -       
Sexism                 
10. Hostile sexism 3.02 (0.82) .37*** .13** .14** .18*** .24*** -.17*** .07 -.24*** -.09* -      
11. Benevolent sexism 3.03 (0.82) .04 .12** .21*** .22*** .34*** -.12* .09* -.06 .19*** .50*** -     
Endorsement of feminist attitudes                 
12. Synthesis 3.88 (0.50) -.05 -.06 -.15** -.07 -.17* .31*** .04 .28*** .18*** -.24*** -.17*** -    
13. Active commitment 3.45 (0.61) -.17*** .04 -.10* -.10* -.09*** .26*** .17*** .21*** .22*** -.30*** -.08 .59*** -   
Gender role orientation                 
14. Femininity 5.47 (0.95) -.14** -.24*** -.32*** .06 -.07 .28*** .09* .16*** .11* -.02 .06 .19*** .20*** -  
15. Personal masculinity 5.20 (0.96) -.06 -.01 -.09* .09** -.17*** .30*** -.02 .07 -.02 -.08 -.17*** .32*** .33*** .32*** - 
16. Social masculinity 3.69 (1.12) .04 .33*** .28*** -.28* .07 .06 -.12** -.08 .11* .07 .06 .07 .15** -.06 .51*** 
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Table 3 
 
Means, standard deviations, and correlations among all variables for male participants. 
*p <.05 **p <.01 ***p <.001 
 
Note: Hostility toward men was assessed using a 1-4 scale; sexism was assessed using a 1-6 scale; endorsement of feminist attitudes was 
assessed using a 1-5 scale; general anger, general competitiveness, sexual competitiveness, collective self-esteem, and gender role orientation 
were assessed using a 1-7 scale.
Variables Mean (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
1. Hostility toward men 2.08 (0.46) -               
Control variables                 
2. General anger 2.43 (0.72) .20*** -              
3. General competitiveness 4.15 (1.17) -.01 -.19*** -             
Sexual competitiveness                 
4. Attractiveness 3.51 (1.32) .06 .30*** .26* -            
5. Competence 2.20 (1.15) .13* .34*** .11* .55*** -           
Collective self-esteem                 
6. Membership esteem 5.02 (0.97) -.26*** -.29*** -.12* -.06 -.24*** -          
7. Public collective self-esteem 4.70 (0.91) -.31*** -.15** .02 -.07 -.21*** .73*** -         
8. Private collective self-esteem 5.10 (1.01) -.18** -.26*** -.07 -.01 -.14** .51*** .54*** -        
9. Importance to identity 3.87 (1.12) -.08 .05 .12* .15** .08 .30*** .31*** .37*** -       
Sexism                 
10. Hostility toward men 2.84 (0.92) .35*** .29*** .19*** .27*** .44*** -.24*** -.08 -.18*** .12*** -      
11. Benevolence toward men 3.14 (0.94) -.08 .16** .29*** .28*** .33*** -.05 .07 .08 .25*** .63*** -     
Endorsement of feminist attitudes                 
12. Synthesis 3.60 (0.48) .10* -.02 -.04 -.05 -.16** .02 .02 -.06 -.16* -.11* -.26*** -    
13. Active commitment 3.27 (0.57) .09 -.07 .01 -.06 .02 -.05 -.02 -.12* -.10** .01 -.12* .56*** -   
Gender role orientation                 
14. Femininity 5.30 (0.95) -.06 -.19*** -.06 -.02 -.19*** .11* .13* .10* -.01 -.12* -.07 .36*** .30*** -  
15. Personal masculinity 5.20 (0.88) -.08 -.03 .12* -.01 -.13* .25*** .06 .14*** .05 -.02 .06 .25*** .16* .46*** - 
16. Social masculinity 3.86 (1.06) .13* .29*** .29*** .17*** .20*** .01 -.02 -.04 .22*** .27*** .19*** .03 .05 .11* .51*** 
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Table 4 
Standardised and unstandardised coefficients and semi-partial correlations for women’s 
intra-gender hostility. 
Variables  sr2 b 
Block 1    
     General anger .24*** .05 .17 
     General competitiveness .04 <.01 .02 
                                                           R2 =.06***    
Block 2    
      Sexual competitiveness    
                                Attractiveness .14* .01 .05 
                                Competence -.10* .01 -.05 
      Collective self-esteem    
                                Membership esteem -.02 <.01 -.01 
                                Public collective self-esteem -.03 <.01 -.02 
                                Private collective self-esteem -.26*** .03 -.12 
                                Importance to identity 
       Sexism 
.02 <.01 .01 
                                Hostile Sexism .38*** .09 .25 
                                Benevolent Sexism -.16* .01 -.10 
       Endorsement of feminist attitudes                             
                               Synthesis .17** .02 .18 
                               Active Commitment  -.10 .01 -.08 
       Gender role orientation          
                               Femininity -.05 <.01 -.03 
                               Personal Masculinity -.01 <.01 <.01 
                               Social Masculinity -.05 <.01 -.02 
                                                            R2 =.30*** 
                                                           R2ch= .26*** 
   
*p < .05 ** p < .01 ***p < .001 
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Table 5 
Standardised and unstandardised coefficients and semi-partial correlations for men’s intra-
gender hostility. 
Variables  sr2 b 
Block 1    
     General anger .21*** .04 .14 
     General competitiveness -.05 <.01 -.02 
                                                           R2 =.04**    
Block 2    
      Sexual competitiveness  
                                Attractiveness 
 
.03 
 
<.01 
 
.01 
                                Competence -.08 <.01 -.03 
      Collective self-esteem    
                                Membership esteem -.02 <.01 -.01 
                                Public collective self-esteem -.02 <.01 -.01 
                                Private collective self-esteem -.14 .01 -.06 
                                Importance to identity -.01 <.01 -.01 
       Sexism           
                                Hostility Toward Men .57*** .16 .29 
                                Benevolence Toward Men -.40*** .07 -.20 
       Endorsement of feminist attitudes                             
                               Synthesis .05 <.01 .05 
                               Active Commitment  <.01 <.01 <.01 
       Gender role orientation     
                               Femininity <.01 <.01 <.01 
                               Personal Masculinity -.07 <.01 -.04 
                               Social Masculinity .09 <.01 .04 
                                                            R2 =.31***    
                                                           R2ch= .27***    
*p < .05 ** p < .01 ***p < .001
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Discussion 
   The aim of this research was to determine whether men and women’s intra-gender 
hostility are related to a network of beliefs which maintain the gender-related status 
hierarchy. We proposed that different factors would predict men and women’s intra-gender 
hostility, and that these would reflect the unique identity pressures and relative positions in 
the gender-related status hierarchy experienced by men and women. Our findings provide 
support for these predictions. 
Different Factors Predict Men and Women’s Intra-Gender Hostility 
 As expected, men and women’s intra-gender hostility was associated with different 
factors which reflect the unique identity pressures that each gender faces. Although some of 
our predictions were only supported at the zero-order level, they lend support for this 
proposition. Specifically, sexual competitiveness regarding competence was positively 
correlated with men’s (H1c) and unrelated to women’s intra-gender hostility (H1d); 
importance to identity (H2b) was negatively correlated with women’s intra-gender hostility; 
and endorsement of feminist attitudes was negatively correlated with women’s (H4a) and 
positively associated with men’s intra-gender hostility (H4b). As we were able to replicate 
most of the zero order associations that have been observed for men and women in previous 
research, this provides confidence in the validity of our final analyses at the univariate level. 
In short, our results are not qualitatively different from those obtained in previous 
investigations.  
  However, many prior investigations have only examined the association of single 
predictors with intra gender hostility. Our analysis is the first to concurrently examine these 
factors in a single analysis and test the unique effects of each.  The results of the regression 
analyses show that many of the significant zero order associations do not remain once other 
predictors are considered. Further, the results of the regression analyses support the 
proposition that men and women’s intra-gender hostility is related to a network of beliefs that 
maintain gender inequality.  
  The positive association between HS (H3a), HM (H3b), and women and men’s intra-
gender hostility, respectively, indicates that their hostility is related to a set of beliefs which 
directly maintain the gender-related status hierarchy. This can be understood as a process of 
HM portraying male dominance as inevitable, enduring, and deserved (Glick et al., 2004; 
Glick & Whitehead, 2010) while HS can be understood as a set of beliefs which reinforce 
men’s status by punishing women who are perceived as attempting to subvert the gender-
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related status hierarchy (e.g. feminists, career women; Glick et al., 1997, Masser & Abrams, 
2004). Importantly, the lack of association between feminist attitudes and men’s intra-gender 
hostility suggests that it does not represent men’s rejection of patriarchy and a desire to 
challenge the status quo. Rather, both men and women’s intra-gender hostility are related to 
maintenance of gender inequality and have a status preserving function. 
  The lack of association between BM and BS and intra gender hostility (at the zero 
order level), though unexpected, suggests that that intra-gender hostility potentially functions 
to preserve men’s higher status, rather than policing violations of prescriptive masculine and 
feminine stereotypes. Although intra-gender hostility was assessed toward the group as a 
whole rather than subtypes or same-gender stereotype violators, these findings provide 
preliminary evidence to suggest that intra-gender hostility is associated with the desire to 
maintain men’s higher status and power, possibly by punishing non-traditional behaviours 
which threaten the status quo. 
  For women, the positive association between intra-gender hostility and sexual 
competitiveness regarding attractiveness (H1a), and the negative association between intra-
gender hostility and private collective self-esteem (H2a) suggest that their intra-gender 
hostility is associated with factors that reflect the unique identity pressures they face as a 
lower status group. The relationship between intra-gender hostility and sexual 
competitiveness could reflect an innate competitive instinct regarding mate selection 
(Vaillaincourt & Sharma, 2011) or processes related to gender-role socialisation which 
encourage women to focus on their physical appearance (Schlenker et al., 1998) and place 
greater importance on romantic relationships (DePaulo & Morris, 2006). From either 
perspective, women are more likely to view other women as rivals and possible ‘roadblocks’ 
to attracting a mate and validating their relational worth. This gendered interpretation is 
further supported by the lack of association between sexual competitiveness regarding 
attractiveness and men’s intra-gender hostility (H1b).  
  The negative association between collective self-esteem and intra-gender hostility 
further suggests that women’s membership in a devalued social group plays a role in their 
ingroup animosity. As women report lower collective-self-esteem relative to men (Katz et al., 
2002) and routinely face threats to group worth (Derks, van Laar et al., 2011; Derks, Ellemers 
et al., 2011), it may be that intra-gender hostility is employed as an identity management 
strategy whereby women distance themselves from an identity which threatens the 
maintenance of a positive self-concept (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Alternatively, it may reflect 
women’s internalisation of negative stereotypes and cultural messages about the worth of 
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their group, which results in general negative evaluations of all women. This argument is 
further evidenced by the lack of association between collective self-esteem and men’s intra-
gender hostility (H4c). This may be a consequence of  negative stereotypes about men  being 
readily accepted and consistent with the belief that men are better suited to positions of power 
and authority (Glick et al., 2004) and thus do not draw the value of their group into question. 
Comparatively, the negative stereotypes that women face provide greater identity threatening 
information about the worth of feminine characteristics (Derks, van Laar et al., 2011; Derks, 
Ellemers et al., 2011; Cowan & Ullman, 2006) and may serve to engender a dislike of other 
ingroup members.  
  These associations suggest that the unique identity pressures women face as a lower 
status group play a role in maintaining intra-gender hostility, which may, in turn, serve to 
undermine the potential for solidarity and collective action (Kelly & Breinlinger, 1995). For 
women, it appears that a constellation of identity concerns about maintaining power 
differences between men and women, attractiveness and mate value, and devalued social 
identities are associated with intra-gender hostility. In contrast, for men, intra-gender hostility 
is primarily associated with maintaining status differences between the genders, rather than 
concerns about personally fulfilling a breadwinner role, competing with other men for status 
enhancing resources, or disapproval of men’s subjugation of women.  
Intra-Gender Hostility is Endorsed by both Men and Women 
  Consistent with the results in Chapter 3, men and women reported similar levels of 
attitudinal intra-gender hostility, indicating that this is not a unique form of intra-group 
conflict among women. These findings further reinforce the importance of considering 
individual and social factors which perpetuate the perception that women in-fight more and 
contribute to the pathologising of women’s conflict and competitiveness relative to men’s. 
Although previous research has acknowledged intra-gender hostility among men, this is 
overshadowed by the extensive literature examining women’s problematic ingroup 
relationships (e.g. Cowan et al., 1998; Vaillancourt & Sharma, 2011; Derks et al., 2011). This 
imbalance reinforces the importance of understanding and addressing perceptions of female-
female conflict, rather than simply focusing on the conflict itself. 
 Contrary Findings  
  Contrary to expectations, BS (H3c), and masculine gender role orientation (H5a) were 
not significantly associated with women’s intra-gender hostility; social masculinity (H5b) 
was positively and collective self-esteem (H2c) negatively correlated with men’s intra-gender 
hostility (H5b), while feminine gender role orientation was not significantly correlated with 
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men’s intra-gender hostility (H5c). While we cannot definitively conclude why the predicted 
associations did not emerge, the lack of association between BS, masculine gender role 
orientation, and women’s intra-gender hostility may be due to methodological differences. 
  The non-significant relationship between BS and intra-gender hostility may be a 
function of the present study employing a larger sample of women (N = 390) compared to 
Forbes et al. (2004; N = 157) allowing for a more stable estimate for correlations. Recent 
research suggests that in typical scenarios the sample size should approach 250 participants 
for stable estimates (Schönbrodt & Perugini, 2013). Thus the results from the present study 
provide a more stable test of the relationship between sexism and women’s intra-gender 
hostility.  
  The lack of association between masculinity and women’s intra-gender hostility may 
be because we examined these relationships out of context. Derks and colleagues 
demonstrated that lower gender identifying women were less hostile toward other women in 
the absence of social identity threat (Derks, van Laar et al., 2011; Derks, Ellemers et al., 
2011). Thus, women might selectively identify with masculine characteristics when they 
perceive their gender identity as a liability. But in the absence of threat, women may feel no 
need to distance themselves from their ingroup. 
  The unexpected significant relationship between social masculinity and men’s intra-
gender hostility may be due to differences in our measure of masculinity. Maltby and Day 
(2001) did not distinguish between personal and social masculinity, and assessed men’s 
attitudes toward men in specific domains rather than their general negative ingroup attitudes. 
It may be that ‘general masculinity’ is related to positive attitudes toward men in specific 
domains because these attitudes were congruent with traditional gender roles encompassed in 
their measure of intra-gender hostility (e.g. Men are ambitious and achievement oriented; An 
athletic man is to be admired). On the other hand, social masculinity encompasses a negative 
dimension of masculinity (e.g. dominant, aggressive). Thus, men who have assimilated these 
sex role characteristics into their self-concept report more general negative attitudes toward 
men as a group because they may project their negativity about their characteristics on to men 
in general.  
  Finally, the negative correlations between membership esteem, private, and public 
collective self-esteem, and men’s intra-gender hostility, though unexpected, do not 
undermine our proposition that intra-gender hostility reflects the unique identity pressures 
that men and women face. Men, like other social groups, may be sensitive to how others 
evaluate the worth of their social identity, and that this influences their general negative 
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beliefs about their gender. However, none of the collective self-esteem subscales emerged as 
significant predictors of intra-gender hostility in the regression analyses suggesting that they 
do not account for a significant proportion of variance when other factors associated with 
intra gender hostility are taken into account.  
Theoretical and Practical Implications 
 Our findings suggest that, contrary to the emphasis in the current literature, men and 
women are not so very different in their experience of intra-gender hostility.  Men and 
women endorse similar levels of intra-gender hostility and, for both groups, intra-gender 
hostility is connected to inter-group attitudes and the gendered context in which they live. 
This indicates the importance of examining the cause and effects of both men and women’s 
intra-gender hostility, as both are related to a network of beliefs that help maintain unequal 
status outcomes between their groups. The difference in the way these forms of conflict are 
perceived may be influenced by their apparent ‘normalcy’. Men’s conflict is considered a 
normal aspect of male social behaviour (Archer, 2009; McAndrew, 2009) and is seen as less 
problematic than female conflict (Sheppard & Aquino, 2013). As such, men’s intra-gender 
hostility, while nevertheless potentially reinforcing gender inequality, is potentially less likely 
to be viewed as harmful or even considered noteworthy. Our findings also provide more 
reliable evidence that women’s intra-gender hostility is related to ideologies which reflect 
their lower status position within the gender-related status hierarchy. This indicates that the 
identity pressures they face as a lower status group are uniquely related to their negative 
ingroup attitudes, and confirms the importance of examining how women’s intra-gender 
hostility may reinforce their disadvantaged position. Thus, the unique identity pressures 
women face as a lower status group play a role in maintaining intra-gender hostility, which 
may, in turn, serve to undermine the potential for solidarity and collective action (Kelly & 
Breinlinger, 1995). 
  Practically, our findings suggest that a key task in advancing gender equality is to 
focus not only on the inter-group relationship between men and women but also on also men 
and women’s intra-gender relationships. Specifically, future investigations and interventions 
could address the network of beliefs associated with, and the specific negative attitudes 
encapsulated within, men and women’s intra-gender hostility. One way to do this might be to 
implement effective prejudice reduction strategies. However, these programs need to focus 
on several facets of the gender-related status hierarchy to be effective. One approach may be 
adapting prejudice reduction strategies that deconstruct multiple aspects of the gender-related 
hierarchy (e.g. de Lemus, Navarro, Velasquez, Ryan, & Megias, 2014) and women and men’s 
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intra-gender relationships to address the broader network of beliefs which maintain unequal 
status outcomes between men and women.  
Limitations and Directions for Future Research  
  The present study has clarified the differential nature and maintenance of intra-gender 
hostility for men and women, and demonstrated that both ideologies are related to factors 
which contribute to the maintenance of gender inequality. However, given the correlational 
nature of the present research, we cannot infer causation that the patriarchal context and 
identity pressures each gender faces contribute to their ingroup animosity. It is also important 
to note that although we have identified a range of processes related to intra-gender hostility, 
each accounted for a small proportion of variance overall. This indicates that other 
explanatory mechanisms, such as factors that contextually activate intra-gender hostility, 
warrant investigation. Though some consideration has been given to these situational 
variables, such as the experience of gender discrimination (Derks van Laar et al., 2011; 
Derks, Ellemers et al., 2011), other factors worth investigating include the perceived 
legitimacy and stability of the gender-related status hierarchy. If women’s intra-gender 
hostility reflects their internalisation of patriarchal norms and a desire to maintain men’s 
higher status, then actual or perceived changes in how fair and enduring these status 
differences are may influence women’s ingroup animosity. This would provide further 
evidence to suggest that these hostile attitudes are influenced by their lower status position in 
the gender-related status hierarchy and negative stereotypes which justify this position and 
draw the value of their group into question. Interestingly, changes to the gender-related status 
hierarchy may differently influence men’s intra-gender hostility. As dominant groups react 
negatively to anticipated changes in the status hierarchy (Scheepers & Ellemers, 2005), 
changes in the fairness and security of the gender-related status hierarchy may heighten 
men’s intra-gender hostility toward atypical men who they see as threatening men’s status. 
Examining this would provide further evidence that men’s intra-gender hostility is concerned 
with policing men’s gender-appropriate behaviour and maintaining their higher status 
position relative to women. 
  Further, it is important to perform this study again among a sample of older 
participants. It may be that the six motivations assessed have a stronger influence on intra-
gender hostility among people who have more experience with these specific intra-personal, 
intra- and inter-group processes. For example, feminist attitudes and other facets of collective 
self-esteem may play a more pronounced role in older women’s intra-gender hostility, as they 
have experienced greater discrimination and personal hardship because of their gender 
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identity. As such, egalitarian attitudes and membership in a devalued social group may be 
more salient issues for these women, and thus have more pronounced effects on their intra-
gender hostility 
Conclusion 
  Overall, the present investigation suggests the process of intra-gender hostility is 
salient for both men and women, and may be a significant roadblock to achieving gender 
equality. Our findings suggest that ameliorating this form of intra-group conflict may be best 
achieved by processes which address social structures and gender-biases which influence 
men and women’s ingroup perceptions. 
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Chapter 5 
  In Chapter 4, I provided more conclusive evidence that women’s intra-gender hostility 
is related to the unique identity pressures they face as a lower status group. Thus, in Chapter 
5, I examine the role of other identity pressures which have not been considered previously. 
Research has established that women who more strongly endorse sexist attitudes (i.e. hostile 
and/or benevolent sexism; HS and BS) provide more negative evaluations of non-traditional 
women (e.g. feminists, career women; Becker 2010; non-nurturing women; Viki, Massey, & 
Masser, 2005). I build upon this work by testing whether women who less strongly endorse 
sexism demonstrate equivalent hostility toward women who confirm traditional gender 
stereotypes, and whether these differential reactions are explained by collective threat. That 
is, the concern that the poor behaviour of an ingroup member will be generalised into a 
negative judgement of the entire group.  
  As stereotypes can be used to justify status inequalities and negative beliefs toward 
lower status groups, confirmation can come at a huge cost for women. Thus, I explore 
whether women’s awareness of this may motivate their hostility toward different female 
subtypes. Women higher in sexism may worry that the roles and beliefs associated with non-
traditional subtypes (such as violating traditional gender roles and attempting to destabilise 
the gender-related status hierarchy) will be generalised to them, and they will subsequently be 
viewed as undeserving of the protection and affection of men. In contrast, women lower in 
sexism may worry that traditional subtypes reinforce restrictive gender roles and impede the 
attainment of gender equality. 
102 
 
 
 
Exploring the Role of Collective Threat and Sexist Attitudes in Women’s Intra-Gender 
Hostility 
  Women’s intra-gender hostility is often criticised as impeding the progress of women. 
It is suggested that women’s criticism and derogation of other women may legitimise men’s 
poor treatment of women (Derks, van Laar, Ellemers, & de Groot, 2011) and contribute to 
legitimising myths that women are incapable of co-operation. These myths then further 
justify why men are better suited to positions of power. However, placing the onus solely on 
women to change their intra-gender relationships is inappropriate in light of recent evidence 
that situational factors and inter-group processes contribute to women’s negative ingroup 
attitudes and behaviours.  
  Derks and colleagues demonstrated that women are more hostile toward other women 
at work when they experience pervasive gender discrimination (Derks, Ellemers, van Laar, & 
de Groot, 2011) or are asked to recall instances in their professional lives when they have 
been treated differently on the basis of gender stereotypes (Derks, van Laar et al., 2011). 
Such hostile organisational environments present a salient social identity threat to working 
women, who subsequently perceive their gender as a liability in their professional lives. As a 
consequence, women attempt to cope with this threat and improve their personal outcomes by 
distancing themselves from these negative stereotypes and other women. This demonstrates 
that the unique identity pressures women face as a lower status group contribute to the 
perpetuation of intra-gender hostility. However, gender discrimination and individual 
mobility are just some of the identity pressures which might influence women’s ingroup 
animosity.  
  I build upon this literature by examining whether exposure to a woman who confirms 
a negative gender stereotype results in the experience of collective threat (defined here as the 
concern that the poor behaviour of an ingroup member will be generalised into a negative 
judgement of the whole group) which in turn contextually activates intra-gender hostility. I 
also examine whether women’s experience of collective threat and subsequent hostility is 
moderated by hostile and benevolently sexist beliefs. Previous studies which have examined 
gender-based collective threat have not considered how ideology might influence the 
stereotypes that traditional and non-traditional women might find threatening and worthy of 
hostility. Endorsement of sexist attitudes has been previously implicated in women’s negative 
perceptions of non-traditional women (e.g. career women; Glick, Diebold, Bailey-Werner, & 
Zhu, 1997).  However, non-sexist women can also demonstrate conditional support for 
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traditional women (Cichocka, Golec, de Zavala, Kofta, & Rozum, 2013) suggesting that both 
sexist and non-sexist women may find women who confirm non-traditional or traditional 
stereotypes collectively threatening and worthy of negativity, respectively.  
  Examining how women’s endorsement of sexist attitudes influences their experience 
of collective threat – and subsequent evaluations of other ingroup members – has important 
implications for achieving gender equality. Women’s sexism towards their own group is far 
less likely to be perceived as problematic (Baron, Burgess, & Kao, 1991).  As such, 
disapproval and negative evaluations of non-traditional women by more sexist women may 
reinforce the gender-related status hierarchy and legitimate men’s poor treatment of women 
who potentially threaten their power and status. Further, intra-gender hostility expressed by 
women lower in sexism might also be problematic, as it could reinforce negative stereotypes 
that feminists are militant and critical (Bashir, Lockwood, Chasteen, Nadolny, & Noyes, 
2013) serving to further undermine people’s support for and engagement with gender 
equality. 
  In this paper, I describe two studies that investigate the role of sexist attitudes in 
women’s experience of collective threat and subsequent intra-gender hostility. I first provide 
an overview of, and identify pertinent gaps in, the current literature on intra-gender hostility, 
collective threat, and sexism. I then describe two studies examining this relationship using 
different operationalisations of intra-gender hostility: overt disapproval of a woman’s actions 
(Study 1), and failure to support and empathise with a woman in the face of harassment 
(Study 2).  
Why Collective Threat Might Activate Intra-Gender Hostility 
  According to Social Identity Theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), people use their 
social identities as a point of self-definition and evaluation. Individuals are motivated to 
achieve and maintain a positive self-concept, and the value and worth of their social identities 
are integral to achieving this goal. Because people are motivated to maintain a positive image 
of their group, they are likely to feel threatened when their group is viewed negatively (Lewis 
& Sherman, 2003).  
  Although people generally associate more positive traits with women compared to 
men (the ‘women are wonderful’ effect; Eagly, Mladinic, & Otto, 1991; Eagly & Mladinic, 
1994), women are negatively stereotyped in relation to status relevant dimensions which 
draw the worth of their group into question (e.g. women are emotional; Jones, Farina, 
Hastorf, Markus, Miller, & Scott, 1984; women are unfit leaders; Schein, Mueller, Lituchy, & 
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Liu, 1996). Previous research on stereotype threat – the concern that one will confirm a 
negative stereotype about one’s social group (Steele & Aronson, 1995) – demonstrates that 
women worry about confirming negative stereotypes about their group’s performance and 
competence relative to men, and consequently perform worse on mathematical tasks (Nguyen 
& Ryan, 2008). Poorer performance by women subsequently lends credence to the negative 
stereotype.  
  Because stereotype confirmation comes at a huge cost for women, it can be argued 
that their intra-gender hostility is directed toward ingroup members who are perceived as 
confirming negative gender stereotypes because this behaviour might reinforce negative 
perceptions of their group. Cohen and Garcia (2005) provided preliminary support for this 
relationship, finding that women exposed to a female confederate who confirmed a negative 
(versus positive) stereotype about women’s mathematical ability reported lower self-esteem, 
sat further away from the confederate, and were less likely to imitate her behaviour. 
Similarly, Duguid (2011) demonstrated that token women in high prestige work groups were 
less inclined to support the inclusion of a female job candidate who had lower (versus higher) 
qualifications, which was partially mediated by collective threat. Thus, female tokens in 
prestigious workgroups are concerned that less qualified female candidates will reinforce 
negative stereotypes about their shared social identity. Overall, these findings indicate that 
women are keenly aware of negative stereotypes about their gender, and these influence their 
evaluations of, and subsequent behaviour toward, other women (Duguid, Loyd, Lewin, & 
Tolbert, 2012). However, these investigations did not examine how ideological variables may 
influence women’s reactions to certain gender stereotypes and experience of collective threat.  
The Influence of Sexist Attitudes on Collective Threat Toward Traditional and Non-
Traditional Women 
  One important ideology which may influence women’s evaluations of other women’s 
stereotype confirming behaviour – and subsequent intra-gender hostility – is the perceiver’s 
endorsement of sexist attitudes. Hostile sexism (HS) is an adversarial ideology in which 
women are perceived as seeking to subvert men’s structural power and control them through 
female sexuality or feminist ideology (Glick & Fiske, 1996). In contrast, benevolent sexism 
(BS) is a subjectively favourable ideology which offers protection and affection toward 
women who embrace traditional gender roles (Glick & Fiske, 1996). Although HS and BS 
offer seemingly contradictory views of women, they are generally moderately positively 
correlated (Glick et al., 2000), indicating that endorsement of negative attitudes about women 
105 
 
 
 
co-occurs with subjectively positive attitudes.  
  Although research on HS and BS initially focused on men’s attitudes towards women, 
there is evidence that women also endorse sexist, polarised beliefs about their gender. For 
women, HS predicts less favourable evaluations of non-traditional women who threaten 
men’s status (e.g. feminists, career women; Glick et al., 1997; Masser & Abrams, 2004), 
while BS predicts less favourable evaluations of women who violate specific prescriptive 
elements of the traditional feminine stereotype (e.g. nurturing behaviour; Viki, Massey, & 
Masser, 2005). Further, Becker (2010) demonstrated that women endorse hostile sexist 
beliefs when thinking about non-traditional female subtypes (i.e. career women, feminists) 
and are more inclined to endorse benevolent sexist beliefs when thinking about traditional 
women (i.e. housewives).  
  In terms of behaviour, both men and women display more hostile manifestations of 
prejudice toward (e.g. rudeness, pursed lips, attempts to end the interaction prematurely), and 
have more hostile evaluations of women who stray from traditional gender roles. In contrast, 
benevolent forms of prejudice (e.g. smiling, being overly helpful, offering diminutive 
references such as ‘honey’ and ‘sweetie’) are directed toward women who conform to 
traditional gender roles (Hebl, King, Glick, Singletary, & Kazama, 2007). This indicates that 
overall women and men do not feel ‘ambivalent’ about women as a single group. Instead, 
they direct the outcomes of positive and negative sexist ideologies toward deserving subtypes 
of women who conform to or violate traditional gender roles, and reaffirm or subvert men’s 
structural power. 
  However, what has not been considered is how women’s endorsement of sexist 
beliefs influences their perceptions of collective threat and their propensity to support or 
disparage non-traditional subtypes. It may be that women higher in sexism find non-
traditional subtypes collectively threatening because they worry that roles and beliefs 
associated with non-traditional subtypes (such as violating traditional gender roles and 
attempting to destabilise the gender-related status hierarchy) will be generalised to them, and 
they will subsequently be viewed as undeserving of the protection and affection of men.  
  In contrast, women lower in sexism might experience heightened collective threat 
(and might be more likely to enact intra-gender hostility as a result) when exposed to 
traditional female subtypes. Cichocka et al. (2013) found that when self-identified feminists 
experienced social identity threat, they perceived an instance of gender discrimination as 
more prejudiced and demonstrated increased sympathy for the victim when she was portrayed 
as having feminist views than when she was portrayed as having conservative views. This 
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suggests that women lower in sexism can demonstrate conditional support for certain women 
based on the expressed ideological views of that woman, and find different gender roles and 
behaviours problematic and worthy of negativity. 
  Extrapolating from this, it can be predicted that women low in sexism may experience 
collective threat in relation to traditional women who are seen as restricting the range of roles 
deemed acceptable for women in society, reinforcing the gender-related status hierarchy, and 
slowing the progression of gender equality. These concerns are not entirely unfounded: 
gender stereotypes prescribe that women should possess and cultivate communal traits, 
whereas men should cultivate and possess agentic traits (Burgess & Borgida, 1999). The 
female gender stereotype, although subjectively favourable, obstructs women from advancing 
in organisational hierarchies because they are thought to lack the competence, resilience, and 
aggressiveness required for top level management and leadership positions (Heilman, 2001; 
2012). Thus, endorsing and confirming traditional stereotypes could impair women’s 
personal aspirations and the achievement of gender parity. 
Stereotype Content: Competence, Sexual Availability, and Emotional Dependence 
  In the studies reported in this chapter I examine the role of sexism in moderating 
responses to traditional and non-traditional behaviours across three dimensions: competence, 
sexual availability, and emotional dependency. Gender-based collective and stereotype threat 
have primarily been studied in relation to stereotypes focused on women’s competence. 
However, stereotypes about competence relate to a broader constellation of prescriptive 
beliefs about women’s appropriate roles and behaviours in society, each of which contribute 
to stigma women face across multiple domains. Indeed, HS and BS influence women’s 
evaluations of other women in domains related to sexuality (Zaikman & Marks, 2014), 
relationship ideals (Lee, Fiske, Glick, & Chen, 2010), and partner preferences (Travaglia, 
Overall, & Sibley, 2009) suggesting that there are salient stereotypes that women might find 
collectively threatening other than those just related to ability. 
  For women higher in sexism, competent, sexually available, and emotionally 
independent women might all activate collective threat, although for subtly different reasons.  
Competent women violate appropriate gender roles by deviating from proscriptions that 
women ought to be nurturing and service-oriented rather than achievement-oriented (Rudman 
& Glick, 2001; Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, & Nauts, 2012). Similarly, emotionally 
independent women challenge paternalistic beliefs that women are not fully competent adults, 
who are in need of a male partner who wields greater authority in their relationship (Glick & 
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Fiske, 1996; Peplau, 1983). This may also contribute to the perception that women are 
ungrateful for all that men do for them. Sexually available women might be perceived as 
trying to control and dominate men via their sexuality,  and as violating prescriptive beliefs 
that women ought to be chaste and sexually pure (Glick & Fiske, 1996; Abrams, Viki, 
Masser, & Bohner, 2003) 
  For women lower in sexism, incompetent, sexually conservative, and emotionally 
dependent subtypes might be more likely to activate collective threat. Incompetent women 
fulfil negative stereotypes about women’s poorer ability relative to men, which justify men’s 
structural power and higher status position (Glick & Fiske, 1996). Similarly, emotionally 
dependent women reinforce paternalistic beliefs that women need to be provided for and 
protected by men because they are not fully competent adults, and serve to reinforce the 
sexual double standard, whereby women are derogated and men praised for engaging in 
identical sexual behaviours (Marks & Fraley, 2005).  
The Present Research 
  The aim of the present research was to determine if women who more or less strongly 
endorsed sexist beliefs find different female subtypes collectively threatening, and therefore 
deserving targets of intra-gender hostility. In each study, participants indicated their 
endorsement of HS and BS using a series of self-report items, and then read one of six 
vignettes which described a female target who confirmed a positive or negative stereotype 
related to women’s competence, sexuality, or emotional dependence on men. Participant’s 
intra-gender hostility toward the target described in the vignette was then assessed, along 
with the participant’s personal experience of collective threat. Study 1 focused on hostility 
toward the female target. Study 2 focused on levels of support and empathy for a female 
target after she faces harassment from a male. 
Study 1 
  In Study 1, participants were exposed to a scenario in which a woman behaved in a 
traditional or non-traditional way. I measured women’s intra-gender hostility by assessing 
participants’ intentions to show their disapproval of the target’s behaviour, their desire to 
share these reactions with other men and women, and the extent to which they endorsed 
hostile attitudes about the target. I also measured the level of collective threat participants 
perceived the target posed toward women as a whole.  
Hypotheses 
  It was hypothesised that non-traditional targets would attract more intra-gender 
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hostility the higher participants were in self-reported sexism (H1). For traditional targets, 
however, it was predicted that this tendency would be reversed, such that higher intra-gender 
hostility is associated with less sexism (H2). Finally, it was expected that these moderation 
effects would be mediated through collective threat (H3).  
  Note that the inclusion of three stereotype content dimensions – competence, sexual 
availability and emotional dependence – was for generalizability reasons only. No a priori 
predictions are made about whether effects would be stronger in some dimensions than 
others. Neither were strong a priori predictions made about whether the effects of sexism 
would be more or less pronounced when operationalised as HS or BS. It is plausible, 
however, that HS would moderate women’s experience of collective threat and subsequent 
intra-gender hostility more often than BS, because the subtypes featured challenge the 
gender-related status hierarchy rather than violate prescriptive feminine stereotypes (Masser, 
Lee, & McKimmie, 2010).  
      Method 
Participants 
  Two hundred and sixty-five female first year psychology students from a large 
university in South-East Queensland (Mage = 19.58, SD = 4.09) participated for course credit. 
Though our sample size was not determined a priori, previous analyses suggest that it should 
be sufficient to detect small (e.g. Glick et al., 1997; Study 1, Becker, 2010, Hebl et al., 2007) 
to medium effects (e.g. Study 2, Becker, 2010) common in the ambivalent sexism and 
subtyping literatures. Further, past studies using designs similar in complexity to the present 
study have utilised comparable or smaller sample sizes than ours (e.g. Masser et al., 2010 
who reported a 2 x 2 independent groups design with BS as a measured variable) while 
detecting significant and theoretically consistent effects. Thus, our sample size is adequate 
given the complexity of the analyses reported. 
Design 
  The present study employed a 2 (subtype: non-traditional, traditional) x 3 (stereotype 
content: competence, sexuality, emotional dependence) independent groups design, with 
participants’ endorsement of HS and BS as measured variables.   
Procedure 
  Participants completed an online study which ostensibly examined how people 
evaluate individuals in social situations. After administration of the information sheet and 
provision of informed consent, participants’ completed the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory 
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(Glick & Fiske, 1996) to assess their endorsement of HS and BS. This scale comprises 22 
items which measure participant’s personal endorsement of hostile (Once a woman gets a 
man to commit to her, she usually tries to put him on a tight leash; α = .88) and benevolent 
sexist attitudes (Many women have a quality of purity that few men possess; α = .82) toward 
women. Participants indicated their agreement with each item on a 6-point scale ranging from 
1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). After recoding reverse worded items, higher 
scores indicate more sexist responses. 
  Manipulations. Participants were then randomly assigned to read one of six 
vignettes. Each described a woman’s (Alana) behaviour at a social gathering where both men 
and women were present. To ensure that Alana’s behaviour was salient to participants, she 
was the only person given a name in the vignette. Alana’s behaviour was manipulated in each 
vignette such that she confirmed a traditional or non-traditional stereotype about women’s 
competence, sexuality, or emotional dependence on men. Specifically, whether Alana was 
able to calculate her share of a dinner bill while out with friends (competent condition) or 
unable to calculate her share (incompetent condition); whether she wore revealing clothing 
and welcomed sexual attention from men (sexually available condition) or wore conservative 
clothing, and declined sexual attention from men (sexually conservative condition); and 
whether she reported feeling self-assured and able to have fun (emotionally independent 
condition) or vulnerable, upset, and unable to have fun (emotionally dependent condition) 
after having a fight with her partner at a party. 
  The stereotypes were operationalised in this way based on prior research which has 
identified lay beliefs about women’s competence, how women react to ingroup members’ 
sexual availability, and prior conceptualisations of women’s emotional dependence on men. 
First, the competence manipulation taps into long-held stereotypes about the inferiority of 
women’s mathematical abilities (Lane, Goh, & Driver-Linn, 2012). Although previously 
conceptualised in terms of women’s suitability to pursue mathematics at university (Nosek, 
Banaji, & Greenwald, 2002; Nosek et al., 2007), I wanted to examine women’s intra-gender 
hostility in social contexts. Thus, the target’s ability to calculate her share of a dinner bill was 
an appropriate substitution in a social setting.  
  Second, the sexuality manipulation was based on findings that women demonstrate 
more overt negative reactions to other women wearing sexy and revealing (versus 
conservative) clothing, and are subsequently less inclined to introduce them to their male 
partner (Vaillancourt & Sharma, 2011). This suggests that women use clothing to 
differentiate sexually available and conservative women, and that women who dress 
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proactively are thought to be sexually promiscuous. Thus, clothing and perceived promiscuity 
were the two cues used to signal the sexual availability or conservatism of the targets in the 
sexuality manipulation.  
  Finally, the emotional dependence manipulation was based on the facets of emotional 
dependence captured in Henderson and Cunningham’s (1993) Women’s Emotional 
Dependence on Men Scale (e.g. I like to be able to lean on a man; If for some reason the man 
in my life cannot attend a social function with me, I am just as comfortable and happy to go 
by myself; I feel empty if/when the man in my life isn’t with me). 
  Measures. After reading the scenarios, participants completed measures assessing 
their intra-gender hostility and experience of collective threat. The order of our dependent 
measures and measures of collective threat were determined randomly for each participant to 
control for order effects.  
  Sharing disapproval of the target. Participants were asked to indicate the likelihood 
that they would respond to the target’s behaviour in a number of disapproving ways (adapted 
from Checkrou & Brauer, 2002; I would show my disapproval non-verbally [e.g. by a 
disapproving look]; I would show my disapproval by politely telling her at the time; I would 
show my disapproval by directly criticising her at the time; α = .75). Participants were asked 
to indicate how they likely they would respond to the target’s behaviour in each of these ways 
on a 7-point scale, ranging from 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (very likely). These reactions reflect 
the common behavioural manifestations of women’s intra-gender observed in previous 
research, including negative facial expressions (Shute, Owens, & Slee, 2002) and making 
negative comments about a female confederate (Vaillancourt & Sharma, 2011). 
  Willingness to share disapproval with men and women. Similar items were included 
to assess the extent to which participants wanted to share their disapproving reactions with 
the men (r = .75) and women present in the vignette (r = .78) (I would show my disapproval 
by connecting non-verbally with the other women/men present [e.g. sharing a glance]). 
Responses were measured on a 7-point scale, ranging from 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (very 
likely). These items also reflected the tendency observed in prior research for women to share 
disgust or disapproval with each other regarding another woman’s behaviour (Shute et al., 
2002; Vaillancourt & Sharma, 2011) 
  Hostile attitudes toward the target. Prior research has demonstrated that intra-gender 
hostility can manifest attitudinally, such that women view other members of their gender as 
dislikeable and a source of frustration (Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995). Thus, participants’ 
hostile attitudes toward the target were assessed using an adapted version of the female 
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subscale of the Gender Hostility Scale (Straus & Mouradian, 1999). Five items assessed 
participants’ negative affect toward and beliefs about the target, and their propensity to view 
her as a source of frustration (e.g. Alana irritates me a lot; I am resentful of Alana; I am 
easily frustrated by Alana; α = .91). Participants’ responses were measured on a 4-point scale 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). 
  Collective threat. Although no prior studies have measured gender-based collective 
threat, Cohen and Garcia (2005) assessed racially-based collective threat in the context of  
 university performance (e.g. In school, I worry that people will draw conclusions about my 
racial group based on the performance of other people of my race.) Using these items as 
inspiration, participants’ experience of collective threat was measured using two purpose-
built items (r = .81) which assessed the extent to which they felt the main character’s 
behaviour would negatively influence perceptions of and damage the progress of women as a 
group (To what extent could the target’s behaviour damage people's perceptions of women as 
a group?; To what extent could the target’s behaviour hinder the progress of women as a 
group?). Participants’ responses were measured on 7-point scales ranging from 1 (not at all) 
to 7 (very much). 
Results 
  Means, standard deviations, and inter-correlations for all continuous variables are 
summarised in Table 1. Consistent with previous studies, mean levels of both hostile and 
benevolent sexism were slightly below the mid-point of the scale. Overall, attitudes toward 
the target trended toward the positive side. Ratings of collective threat approximated the mid-
point of the scale; in contrast, willingness to share disapproval with others was relatively low. 
Women’s intra-gender hostility as a function of sexist attitudes, subtype, and stereotype 
content  
  I performed a series of Moderated Multiple Regressions on the four measures of intra-
gender hostility. Subtype was dummy coded such that 1 = non-traditional stereotype 
conditions, -1 = traditional stereotype conditions. Stereotype content was dummy coded into 
two variables (competence dummy and emotionality dummy). For the competence dummy, 1 
= competence conditions, -1 = sexuality conditions. For the emotionality dummy, 1 = 
emotionality conditions, -1 = sexuality conditions. The sexuality condition was the reference 
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category for both dummy variables.2 HS and BS scores were mean centred prior to analyses. 
High and low HS/BS were calculated at 1 SD above and below the mean. 
  In Ambivalent Sexism research, it is important to examine the role of one form of 
sexism after controlling for the other, as HS and BS are moderately positively correlated (see 
Table 1; Glick et al., 2000). As such, in the analyses examining HS, BS was entered as 
control variable; and in the analyses examining BS, HS was entered as a control variable in 
Step 1. In Step 2, I included all the main effects of sexism (HS or BS depending on analyses), 
subtype, and the two content dummies. The five two-way interactions were entered in at Step 
3. Finally, the HS/BS x subtype x competence, and the HS/BS x subtype x emotionality 
interactions were entered in at Step 4. 
Table 1 
 
Means, standard deviations, and correlations among all continuous variables in Study 1. 
*p < .05 ** p < .01 ***p < .001 
Note: Hostile attitudes toward the target was assessed using a 1-4 scale. Sexism was assessed 
using a 1-6 scale. All other variables were assessed using a 1-7 scale.  
 
                                                          
2 Although traditionally chosen based on theory, it did not matter which condition served as the reference 
category in our analyses. This is because I did not conduct any within group comparisons (e.g. comparing high 
HS women’s evaluations of the emotionally dependent and sexually available targets). Thus, the outcomes of 
our analyses would be the same regardless of the weightings assigned to each category.  
Variables M  
(SD) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. HS 2.84 
(0.92) 
-      
2. BS 3.04 
(0.84) 
.53*** -     
3. Sharing disapproval of the 
target 
1.92 
(1.12) 
.46*** .30* -    
4. Desire to share disapproval 
with women  
2.48 
(1.63) 
.51*** .26* .76*** -   
5. Desire to share disapproval 
with men 
2.07 
(1.35) 
.41** .29* .77*** .78*** -  
6. Hostile attitudes toward the 
target 
1.66 
(0.62) 
.47*** .22*** .44*** .49*** .41*** - 
7. Collective threat 3.43 
(1.54) 
.19*** .20** .44*** .49*** .39*** .47*** 
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    Unsurprisingly, there were significant main effects of HS on each of our dependent 
measures, such that intra-gender hostility was higher the more participants endorsed HS, all 
βs ≥ .23, all ps ≤ .001, all sr2 ≥ .04. There was also a tendency for disapproval levels in 
general to be higher the more benevolently sexist participants rated themselves to be, 
although this effect was only significant on willingness to share disapproval with the target, β 
= .16, p = .020, sr2 = .02, and willingness to share disapproval with men, β = .17, p = .016, sr2 
= .02. I did not predict – nor did I find – any main effects of subtype, all βs ≤ .05, all ps ≥ 
.413, all sr2 ≤ .01, or the dummy coded stereotype content variables, all βs ≤ .10, all ps ≥ 
.158, all sr2 ≤ .01. 
  Of more relevance to the current paper is whether the effects of sexism were 
moderated by subtype. There were no significant HS x Subtype x Content interactions, all βs 
disapproval with other women, all βs ≥ .11, all ps ≤ .044, all sr2 ≥ .01. Consistent with H1, 
analysis of simple slopes revealed that HS was positively associated with intra-gender ≤ -.08, 
all ps ≥ .057, all sr2 ≤ .01. However, significant HS x Subtype interactions emerged on hostile 
attitudes about the target, sharing disapproval of the target, and willingness to share hostility 
when evaluating a non-traditional target (all bs ≥ .31, all ps ≥ .001). Contrary to H2, HS was 
unrelated to intra-gender hostility when participants were evaluating a traditional target, and 
in two cases there was a non-significant trend for hostility to be greater the lower participants 
were in sexism, all bs ≤ .30, all ps ≥ .088 (see Figures 1-3). 
 
 
Figure 1. Sharing disapproval of the target as a function of HS and target subtype. 
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Figure 2. Willingness to share disapproval with other women as a function of HS and target 
subtype. 
  
 
 
Figure 3. Hostile attitudes toward the target as a function of HS and target subtype. 
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willingness to share disapproval with other women and willingness to share disapproval with 
men, significant three-way interactions emerged between BS, Subtype, and at least one of the 
dummy codes representing the manipulation of stereotype content, all βs ≥ -.16, all ps ≤ .023, 
all sr2 ≥ .02. This suggests that the predicted BS x Subtype interaction emerged, but that it did 
so inconsistently across the three levels of stereotype content. 
  To follow up these interactions, I performed more targeted analyses of the BS x 
Subtype interactions at each level of stereotype content (i.e. for competence, sexuality, and 
emotionality separately). The BS x Subtype interactions were non-significant for the 
competence, all bs ≤ -.17, all ps ≥ .349, and emotionality scenarios, b = -.19, p = .305. 
However, in the sexuality conditions, the predicted BS x Subtype interaction emerged on 
willingness to share disapproval with women, b = .43, p = .025, and men, b = .43, p = .005. In 
each case the pattern of simple slopes was the same. Consistent with H1, BS was positively 
associated with willingness to share disapproval with women, b = .62, p = .045, and men, b = 
.71, p = .006, when evaluating the sexually available target. However, contrary to H2, BS 
was unrelated to intra-gender hostility when evaluating the sexually conservative target, all bs 
≥ .24, all ps ≥ .371 (see Figures 5 and 6).  
 
Figure 4. Hostile attitudes toward the target as a function of BS and target subtype. 
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Figure 5. Willingness to share disapproval with other women as a function of BS and target 
subtype in the sexually available and conservative conditions. 
 
Figure 6. Willingness to share disapproval with men as a function of BS and target subtype in 
the sexually available and conservative conditions. 
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sexism (HS or BS depending on analyses), subtype, and the two content dummies. The five 
two-way interactions were entered in at Step 3. Finally, the HS/BS x subtype x competence, 
and the HS/BS x subtype x emotionality interactions were entered in at Step 4.  
Consistent with expectations, a significant HS x Subtype interaction emerged on collective 
threat, β = .19, p < .001, sr2 = .03. Mirroring the effects on hostility, simple slopes analysis 
revealed that HS was positively associated with collective threat when evaluating the non-
traditional subtypes, b = .44, p = .004, but unrelated to collective threat when evaluating the 
traditional subtypes, b = .03, p = .862.  
  Because the HS x Subtype interaction only emerged on hostile attitudes about the 
target, sharing disapproval of the target, and willingness to share disapproval with other 
women, I only tested for the mediating role of collective threat for these dependent variables. 
Mediation analysis was conducted using Hayes’ (2012) PROCESS computational model 
(Model 7 testing moderated mediation) with 10,000 bootstrapped samples and 95% 
confidence intervals. Consistent with H3, when participants evaluated the non-traditional 
targets, the relationship between HS and hostile attitudes about the target, ab = .08, CI [.03, 
.13], willingness to share disapproval ab = .13, CI [.05, .22], and willingness to share 
disapproval with other women, ab = .22, CI [.08, .38], were mediated through collective 
threat. However, there were no significant indirect effects between HS and intra-gender 
hostility when evaluating the traditional targets. 
  Contrary to predictions, however, there were no BS x Subtype effects on collective 
threat; nor were there any three-way interactions between BS, Subtype, and Stereotype 
Content, all βs ≤ .08, all ps ≥ .168, all sr2 ≤ .01. Thus, it was not appropriate to test whether 
collective threat mediated the BS x Subtype interactions observed in the sexuality conditions 
on willingness to share disapproval with other women and men. 
Discussion 
  Overall, our predictions were partially supported. As expected, women who more 
strongly endorsed HS were especially judgemental of non-traditional subtypes. Specifically, 
women higher in HS were more willing to express their disapproval directly to the non-
traditional target, share their disapproval with other women, and hold hostile attitudes about 
the target. Importantly, these effects were not qualified by stereotype content. That is, women 
higher in HS reported greater intra-gender hostility toward the non-traditional targets 
regardless of the specific stereotype they confirmed. However, there was no evidence of 
equivalent hostility among women who less strongly endorsed HS toward the traditional 
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targets. This indicates that women who more strongly endorse HS overtly disapprove of and 
want to police non-traditional women’s behaviour. In contrast, women lower in HS report a 
similar (lack of) willingness to show their disapproval toward their traditional counterparts as 
women higher in HS. 
  As predicted, collective threat explained higher HS women’s greater intra-gender 
hostility toward the non-traditional targets. Specifically, HS was positively associated with 
collective threat when women were exposed to the non-traditional targets, which predicted 
their greater willingness to express their disapproval, greater intentions to share their 
disapproval with other women, and more hostile attitudes toward the target. This suggests 
that higher HS women’s concern that non-traditional women fulfil negative stereotypes about 
and reinforce negative perceptions of their gender underpins their intra-gender hostility. In 
contrast, HS was unrelated to collective threat in the traditional subtype conditions. This 
suggests that higher and lower HS women perceive traditional women as equally threatening, 
which is why they report similar levels of intra-gender hostility toward these targets. 
  In line with predictions, women higher in BS were also more judgemental of non-
traditional subtypes. However, this effect only emerged on their desire to share their 
disapproval of the sexually available target with men and women. Furthermore, these effects 
were not explained by collective threat. This suggests that women high in BS want to police 
sexually available women’s behaviour because they violate prescriptive feminine stereotypes, 
but not because of concerns regarding group value threat.  
  Overall, our findings from Study 1 indicate that women higher in HS are more 
inclined to police non-traditional women’s behaviour, and this is due to concerns about 
threats to group worth and stereotype confirmation. However, there are two limitations in 
Study 1. First, participants’ behavioural intentions toward the target were the primary 
measure of intra-gender hostility, but there are more subtle ways that intra-gender hostility 
may be expressed. As Cichocka et al. (2013) evidenced, feminists can demonstrate less 
sympathy and concern for traditional women when they experience social identity threat. It 
may be that non-traditional women do not, or do not want to, commit overt acts of intra-
gender hostility against other women, like public disparagement. Instead, their hostility might 
manifest in more subtle ways. I address this issue in Study 2 by measuring how sympathetic 
participants feel towards a target following her harassment by a male friend, and whether 
they believe her harassment is a natural and logical consequence of her described stereotype-
confirming behaviour.  
  Second, the measure of collective threat employed in Study 1 may not have 
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adequately assessed the concern that the behaviour of one ingroup member could reinforce 
negative stereotypes about women. Participants were asked to indicate the extent to which the 
main character’s behaviour could damage perceptions of and threaten the status of women as 
a group. Although these items tap a general concern about group value and status threat, they 
perhaps do not adequately assess the specific concern about negative stereotype confirmation 
which underpins collective threat. I addressed this issue in Study 2 using items which 
assessed the extent to which participants believed that the main character’s behaviour could 
be generalised into a negative judgement of – and reinforce negative stereotypes about – all 
women.   
Study 2 
  The Study 1 scenarios were used, augmented by an additional passage which depicted 
the target as experiencing harassment from a man as a result of her behaviour. Women’s 
intra-gender hostility was then assessed by measuring (a) the extent to which participants 
experienced sympathy toward the target after being harassed, and (b) the extent to which 
participants felt that her harassment was fair and deserved given her behaviour described in 
the scenario. The predictions were the same as those in Study 1. 
Method 
Participants 
  Four hundred and seventy-nine female MTurk workers (Mage = 36.80, SD = 10.70) 
participated for monetary remuneration. Similar to Study 1, our sample size was not 
determined a priori, but was evaluated to be sufficient to detect small (e.g. Glick et al., 1997; 
Study 1, Becker, 2010; Hebl et al., 2007) to medium effects (e.g. Study 2, Becker, 2010) 
common in the ambivalent sexism and subtyping literatures, even in studies with designs of a 
complexity similar to the one reported here (e.g. Masser et al., 2010). 
Design and Procedure 
  The design, procedure, and manipulations were identical to those used in Study 1. The 
items used to assess HS (α = .94) and BS (α = .90) demonstrated excellent reliability. 
However, the following materials and measures were added to our design. 
  Materials. After reading one of the six original vignettes, participants read a 
subsequent scenario which described an instance of harassment involving Alana and a male 
friend, Edward (adapted from Cichoka et al., 2013). In the scenario, Edward behaves 
inappropriately toward Alana. However, his specific behaviours varied depending on which 
stereotype content condition participants were assigned to. Three versions of this measure 
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were created – corresponding to each condition – because finding an effect was more likely if 
participants were evaluating an instance of discrimination directly related to the main 
character’s original behaviour. Thus, participants read that Edward made jokes about the 
main character’s mathematical ability (competence conditions), made unwanted sexual 
advances toward her (sexuality conditions), or started asking questions about the main 
character’s fight with her partner and criticised her behaviour at the party after he left 
(emotional dependence conditions). In each scenario, it was made clear that Alana did not 
approve of and openly objected to Edward’s behaviour, but that he persisted in spite of this. 
  Measures. After reading the scenario, participants completed the dependent 
measures.  
  Sympathy. Participants indicated the extent to which they sympathised with the target 
about her harassment across two items (I sympathise with Alana, I feel sorry for Alana; α = 
.74). Participant responses were measured on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).  
  Fairness. Participants indicated how deserved and fair the target’s harassment was 
across five items (e.g. What happened to Alana was not fair, Alana did not deserve to be 
treated that way, Alana is entirely responsible for what happened to her; α = .91). Participant 
responses were measured on 7-point scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 
agree). The one negatively worded item was reversed coded such that higher scores indicated 
that participants felt the target’s harassment was more unfair. 
 Collective threat. As in Study 1, collective threat was assessed using purpose-built 
items. These items assessed the core stereotype and group-related concerns which underpin 
collective threat. Participants indicated the extent to which the main character’s behaviour 
could be generalised into a negative judgement and reinforce negative perceptions of women 
across three items (e.g. To what extent could the target’s behaviour be generalised into a 
negative judgement of all women?; α = .97). Participants’ responses were measured on a 7-
point likert scales ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much). 
Results 
  Means, standard deviations, and inter-correlations for all continuous variables are 
summarised in Table 2. As in Study 1, mean levels of both hostile and benevolent sexism 
were slightly below the mid-point of the scale. Ratings of collective threat were around the 
mid-point of the scale. In contrast, sympathy and fairness ratings were above the mid-point of 
the scale. Inspection of the correlation matrix revealed that our new measure of collective 
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threat had a similar pattern of association with the other assessed variables as the measure 
used in Study 1. Collective threat was positively associated with HS and BS, and negatively 
associated with our measures of intra-gender hostility (such that as feelings of collective 
threat increased, sympathy and perceptions of fairness decreased, indicating higher levels of 
intra-gender hostility; see Table 2). Thus, the change in measurement between Studies 1 and 
2 did not influence the basic patterns of association between collective threat and our other 
variables. 
Table 2 
 
Means, standard deviations, and correlations among all continuous variables in Study 2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*p < .05 ** p < .01 ***p < .001 
Note: Sexism was assessed using a 1-6 scale. All other variables were assessed using a 1-7 
scale.  
Women’s intra-gender hostility as a function of sexist attitudes, subtype, and stereotype 
content  
  I performed a series of Moderated Multiple Regressions on the two measures of intra-
gender hostility. Subtype was dummy coded such that 1 = non-traditional stereotype 
conditions, -1 = traditional stereotype conditions. Stereotype content was dummy coded into 
two variables (competence dummy and emotionality dummy). For the competence dummy, 1 
= competence conditions, -1 = sexuality conditions. For the emotionality dummy, 1 = 
emotionality conditions, -1 = sexuality conditions. The sexuality condition was the reference 
category for both dummy variables. HS and BS scores were mean centred prior to analyses. 
High and low HS/BS were calculated at 1 SD above and below the mean. For each variable, 
separate analyses were conducted to examine the independent moderating role of HS and BS, 
respectively. As in Study 1, in the analyses examining HS, BS was entered in as a control 
Variables M  
(SD) 
1 2 3 4 
1. HS 2.54  
(1.15) 
-    
2. BS 2.86 
 (1.06) 
.51*** -   
3. Perceptions of fairness 5.59 
 (1.35) 
-.33*** -.22*** -  
4. Sympathy 5.19 
 (1.56) 
-.25*** -.11* .70*** - 
5. Collective threat 3.10 
 (1.79) 
.16*** .21*** -.31*** -.29*** 
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variable; and in our analyses examining BS, HS was entered as a control variable in Step 1. 
In Step 2, I included all the main effects of sexism (HS or BS depending on analyses), 
stereotype subtype, and the two content dummies. The five two-way interactions were 
entered in at Step 3. Finally, the HS/BS x subtype x competence, and the HS/BS x subtype x 
emotionality interactions were entered in at Step 4.  
  There were significant effects of HS on both dependent measures, such that sympathy 
and fairness were lower the more participants endorsed HS, all βs ≥ -.30, all ps ≤ .001, all sr2 
≥ .06. However, there were no significant main effects of BS, all βs ≤ -.06, all ps ≥ .188, all 
sr2 ≤ .01. Unexpectedly, there were significant main effects of subtype on both dependent 
measures such that participants were more sympathetic and felt that the target’s harassment 
was more unfair when evaluating the non-traditional targets than the traditional targets, all βs 
≥ .14, all ps ≤ .002, all sr2 ≥ .02. There were also significant main effects of both stereotype 
content variables, such that participants were more sympathetic and felt the target’s 
harassment was more unfair in the sexuality conditions than the competence and emotionality 
conditions, all βs ≥ -.24, all ps ≤ .026, all sr2 ≥ .01. 
  Of more relevance to the current paper is whether the effects of sexism were 
moderated by subtype. There were no significant HS x Subtype x Content interactions on 
sympathy or fairness, all βs ≤ .07, all ps ≥ .157, all sr2 ≤ .01. However, a significant HS x 
Subtype interaction emerged on sympathy, β = -.11, p = .010, sr2 = .01. Consistent with H1, 
analysis of simple slopes revealed that HS was negatively related to sympathy when 
evaluating a non-traditional target, b = -.55, p < .001. Contrary to H2, HS was unrelated to 
sympathy when participants were evaluating a traditional target, b = -.16, p = .090 (see Figure 
7). 
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Figure 7. Sympathy toward the target as a function of HS and target subtype. 
   
  A three-way interaction emerged between BS, Subtype, and the Emotionality dummy 
code of stereotype content on sympathy, β = .12, p = .020, sr2 = .01. To follow up this 
interaction, I performed more targeted analyses of the BS x Subtype interactions for the 
sexuality and emotionality conditions separately. In the sexuality conditions, the predicted BS 
x Subtype interaction was significant, b = -.30, p = .006. Consistent with H1, analysis of 
simple slopes revealed that BS was negatively associated with sympathy when evaluating the 
sexually available target, b = -.35, p = .020. Contrary to H2, BS was unrelated to sympathy 
when evaluating the sexually conservative target, b = .25, p = .143 (see Figure 8). As 
expected, the predicted BS x Subtype interaction was non-significant in the emotionality 
conditions, b = .06, p = .649.  
  A significant BS x Subtype interaction was observed on fairness, β = -.10, p = .014, 
sr2 = .01. Consistent with H1, analysis of simple slopes indicated that BS was negatively 
related to fairness ratings when evaluating a non-traditional target, b = -.24, p < .003. 
Contrary to H2, BS was unrelated to fairness ratings when evaluating a traditional target, b = 
.10, p = .234 (see Figure 9). 
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Figure 8. Sympathy toward the target as a function of BS and target subtype in the sexually 
available and conservative conditions. 
 
Figure 9. Perceptions of fairness regarding the target’s harassment as a function of BS and 
target subtype. 
 
Collective threat as a moderated-mediator of women’s intra-gender hostility   
   As in Study 1, I first performed a series of Moderated Multiple Regressions to 
determine whether there was a significant relationship between women’s endorsement of 
HS/BS, subtype, stereotype content, and their experience of collective threat. Contrary to H3, 
analyses revealed that there were no two-way or three-way interactions involving sexism and 
Subtype, all βs ≤ .06, all ps ≥ .119, all sr2 ≤ .01. Thus, I did not test whether collective threat 
mediated the effects observed on sympathy and fairness. 
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Discussion 
  Our hypotheses were partially supported. Consistent with our predictions, women 
who more strongly endorsed HS reported less sympathy toward the non-traditional subtypes, 
an effect not qualified by stereotype content. Contrary to expectations, however, only a main 
effect of HS was observed for fairness, such that HS was positively associated with feeling 
that the target’s harassment was deserved. Though unexpected, these findings suggest that in 
some instances women higher in HS demonstrate less concern for women in general and not 
only for women who are dissimilar to them.  
  Consistent with Study 1, there was no evidence of equivalent hostility toward the 
traditional targets among women lower in HS: women lower in HS report similar levels of 
sympathy and fairness toward their traditional counterparts as women higher in HS. Overall, 
women who more strongly endorsed BS reported less sympathy toward the sexually available 
target, and reported greater perceptions of fairness when the non-traditional targets were 
harassed regardless of stereotype content. But once again, there was no evidence of 
equivalent hostility toward the traditional targets among women lower in BS. 
  Unexpectedly, collective threat did not explain higher HS or BS women’s intra-
gender hostility. Because the revised collective threat measure had a similar pattern of 
association with the other measures as observed in Study 1, this null effect is unlikely due to 
measurement differences. Instead, it may due to changes in the context surrounding the 
target’s behaviour. Perhaps the presence of a hostile outgroup member recasts the ingroup 
member as the victim, rather than the source, of threat. As such, women may experience 
greater threat from the aggressive man, and are thus less sensitive to the subtler threat 
stemming from the traditional or non-traditional woman’s behaviour.  
General Discussion 
  The aims of the research were to determine a) if endorsement of sexist attitudes is 
associated with intra-gender hostility toward non-traditional and traditional female subtypes; 
and b) whether collective threat explained these effects. Overall, our results provide partial 
support for these propositions. 
Replicating the Sexism-Subtyping Relationship 
  Across both studies, women higher in HS reported greater intra-gender hostility 
toward non-traditional subtypes than women lower in HS. Although women higher in BS also 
demonstrated greater intra-gender hostility than women lower in BS, these effects were less 
consistent than those observed for HS. This may be because the subtypes featured were 
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perceived as challenging the gender-related status hierarchy by disconfirming negative 
stereotypes about women’s abilities that are used to justify men’s higher status (Glick & 
Fiske, 1996), controlling and dominating men via female sexuality (Glick & Fiske, 1996), 
and challenging paternalistic beliefs that women are not fully competent adults, and are in 
need of a male partner (Glick & Fiske, 1996; Peplau, 1983). In contrast, the sexually 
available subtype may have also been the (only) target of intra-gender hostility by BS women 
because she violated prescriptive elements of feminine stereotypes regarding sexual modesty. 
These findings are consistent with prior research that HS is associated with more negative 
evaluations of non-traditional women who potentially threaten men’s status (e.g. feminists, 
career women; Glick et al., 1997; Masser & Abrams, 2004; Becker, 2010); while 
endorsement of BS is associated with less favourable evaluations of women who violate 
specific prescriptive elements of traditional feminine stereotypes (Viki et al., 2005). 
  In contrast, HS and BS were not associated with intra-gender hostility toward 
traditional subtypes. In some cases, there was a trend for there to be higher hostility displayed 
toward traditional targets the less sexist participants were, but these trends were not 
statistically significant. These results are inconsistent with Cichocka et al. (2013) who found 
that self-identified feminists who experienced social identity threat were less sympathetic 
toward conservative (versus feminist) women who were the targets of discrimination. 
However, this inconsistency may be due to differences in methodology. Cichocka and 
colleagues explicitly manipulated social identity threat by asking participants to read excerpts 
of internet forum discussions where women openly derogated and rejected feminism. In our 
studies, the traditional subtypes provided no personal evaluations of feminism or explicitly 
mentioned their beliefs about gender equality. Rather, participants were left to infer the 
target’s beliefs and group membership based solely on their behaviour in the vignette. Thus, 
our finding that lower HS and BS women are non-judgemental toward women who choose to 
act traditionally may change if the target had endorsed prescriptive beliefs about gender roles 
or negative beliefs about feminism. These limitations do not undermine our findings, but 
instead suggest that women who less strongly endorse HS and BS are perhaps less inclined to 
enact intra-gender hostility when women are engaging in traditional behaviours without any 
indication of their ideological beliefs. This also suggests that, contrary to popular 
conceptualisations of feminists as critical and militant (Bashir et al., 2013),  those lower in 
HS and BS uphold a central tenet of feminism –  that is, to expand women’s acceptable roles 
in society regardless of ideological orientation (Gillis et al., 2004). 
The Role of Collective Threat 
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  Across many of the indices of intra-gender hostility assessed, the results of Study 1 
suggests that collective threat underpins higher HS women’s intra-gender hostility. This 
provides some evidence that the unique identity pressures women face as a lower status group 
to endorse and conform to patriarchal norms regarding women’s acceptable roles hinder 
ingroup co-operation in certain contexts.  
  However, it appears that the context surrounding the target’s behaviour potentially 
influences women’s motivations for engaging in intra-gender hostility. Specifically, the 
man’s aggressive and discriminatory behaviour described in Study 2 may have provided a 
more salient threat to women than the subtle stereotype-confirming behaviour of a fellow 
ingroup member. That is, women may experience greater threat from the aggressive man, and 
are therefore less sensitive to the subtler threat stemming from the traditional or non-
traditional woman’s behaviour. Thus, collective threat may not underpin intra-gender 
hostility in contexts where women face overt discrimination or harassment by outgroup 
members, even if the harassment is linked to earlier behaviours which potentially draw the 
worth of the group into question. Alternatively, because the male criticised the target without 
making any consequent generalisations about women (i.e. he criticised her individual actions 
without connecting her behaviour to her gender identity) this may have ameliorated women’s 
concerns that negative judgements would be generalised to other ingroup members. 
Conversely, the target presented Study 1 may have been viewed as more representative of all 
women because her stereotype confirming behaviour occurred publicly and without reproach. 
Thus, participants may have been concerned that her behaviour would be generalised into a 
negative stereotype. Although these alternative motivations are speculative, the inconsistent 
effects of collective threat across Studies 1 and 2 highlight the need to investigate how other 
facets of context may alter women’s motivations for engaging in intra-gender hostility.  
  Women’s endorsement of benevolently sexist attitudes also influenced their 
motivations for engaging in intra-gender hostility. Although women higher in BS were more 
judgemental of the sexually available target than the sexually conservative target across both 
studies, neither of these effects were explained by collective threat. This suggests that women 
higher in BS want to police sexually available women’s behaviour because they violate 
prescriptive feminine stereotypes, not because of concerns regarding group value threat.  
 Theoretical and Practical Implications 
  Theoretically, our findings highlight the need to conceptualise intra-gender hostility 
as a form of inter-group conflict between salient subtypes of women, and consider how it 
may act as a potential barrier to women’s solidarity and collective action. Clearly, women are 
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not a homogeneous group with unconditional positive regard for ingroup members, and 
women higher in HS and/or BS in particular find non-traditional subtypes problematic and 
deserving of hostility. This is consistent with recent findings that female managers (i.e. 
Queen Bees) in organisations are more inclined to identify with and support other women 
who have made similar sacrifices in their careers as they have. Specifically, they were less 
identified with women who put their families first, and were less inclined to support gender 
quotas that would allow junior women to progress in their careers (Faniko, Ellemers, & 
Derks, 2016). This suggests that Queen Bees do not distance themselves from all women 
alike, only those who are dissimilar to them in terms of their professional position and 
priorities in life. The present research extends upon these findings to suggest that other salient 
sub-group identities related to traditional notions of female roles and behaviours also 
contribute to women’s intra-gender hostility. 
  Importantly, higher HS women’s their intra-gender hostility may serve to reinforce 
gender inequality and legitimate men’s higher status via overt and indirect pathways. The 
overt manifestations of intra-gender hostility assessed in Study 1 may reinforce traditional 
standards of behaviour for women, as higher HS women are policing and shaping other 
women’s behaviour by sharing their personal disapproval and communicating ingroup norms 
to other women about acceptable standards of behaviour. Further, women higher in BS are 
conveying norms to men about how sexually available women ought to be treated. Together, 
these forms of hostility may reinforce men’s belief in the legitimacy of the gender-related 
status hierarchy and their harassment of women who subvert their status or fail to uphold 
prescriptive feminine stereotypes about women’s sexual purity (Maas et al., 2003; Begany & 
Milburn, 2002; Reidy et al., 2009). This is particularly likely because criticisms of women by 
women are perceived as more credible than men’s criticisms of women (Sutton, Elder, & 
Douglas, 2006) and are less likely to be identified as gender biased (Baron et al., 1991).  
  Similarly, the subtle manifestations of intra-gender hostility – such as higher HS and 
BS women’s lower sympathy for non-traditional women in Study 2 – may also reinforce 
gender inequality. Because sympathy predicts greater intentions to assist others in need 
(Weiner, 1980; Eisenberg et al., 1989), women who more strongly endorse HS and BS may 
be less inclined to defend or help a non-traditional woman who is the target of discrimination 
and harassment. This (lack of) behaviour serves to reinforce the gender-related status 
hierarchy because these women fail to condemn men’s negative behaviours toward non-
traditional women, which in turn legitimises mistreatment. Similarly, higher BS women’s 
greater perceptions of fairness when the non-traditional targets were harassed suggests they 
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may be less motivated to engage in gender-related collective action (Van Zomeren, Postmes, 
& Spears, 2008) meaning that gender inequality may remain unchallenged. 
  To reduce the occurrence of women’s intra-gender hostility, interventions should 
address women and men’s sexist attitudes toward women. Our findings highlight the need to 
consider women’s intra-gender hostility in the broader context of discrimination and the 
enabling role that men can play in this intra-group process. Further, these interventions 
should emphasise that neither traditional nor non-traditional behaviour is inappropriate or 
threatening to the worth of women as a group. Highlighting this will help women overcome 
the concern that non-traditional behaviour will threaten their group’s reputation or jeopardise 
women’s safety and security. Even more importantly, it may help prevent men’s harassment 
of non-traditional women (Maas et al., 2003; Reidy et al., 2009) which (understandably) 
maintains women’s belief that non-traditional women are collectively threatening. However, 
our results also suggest that this may only influence women’s intra-gender in contexts where 
the target is not a victim. That is, in situations where the target is being criticised or harassed 
by an outgroup member, women’s concerns about group value do not explain their lack of 
sympathy toward the victim, or their perceptions that her harassment was deserved. This does 
not detract from the importance or utility of our findings; it just suggests that targeting 
concerns about group worth will only be effective in certain circumstances.  
Limitations and Directions for Future Research 
  A key aim of the research presented was to identify factors that moderate women’s 
reactions to certain gender-based stereotypes, and demonstrate that women are not a 
homogeneous group who evaluate the same stereotypes negatively. I made an important first 
step in addressing this issue, and examined the impact of common gender-based stereotypes 
that women face about their competence, sexuality, and emotional dependence on men.  
However, this was done by sampling predominantly white and heterosexual samples of 
women. To advance this research further, research should adopt an intersectional feminist 
approach and examine other salient stereotypes related to particular sub-groups of women, 
such as the ‘angry black woman’ (Walley-Jean, 2009) or the ‘butch lesbian’ stereotypes 
(Geiger, Harwood, & Hummert, 2006). This would further our understanding of the specific 
identity pressures different groups of women face, and demonstrate that women’s intra-
gender hostility can result from multiple intersecting and devalued identities. Such an 
approach would also address a broader need in feminist psychology to adopt an intersectional 
lens when studying the psychology of gender and stigma.  
  Future research should also examine collective threat and intra-gender hostility among 
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men. The results reported in this thesis suggest that men endorse intra-gender hostility at 
similar levels to women (Chapter 3) and that their intra-gender hostility is related to policing 
men’s gender appropriate behaviour and preserving men’s higher status (Chapter 4). Thus, 
men who are confronted with group members who fulfil negative stereotypes that may 
diminish their higher status position (e.g. stay-at-home fathers, effeminate men) could also be 
the targets of intra-gender hostility. Examining similar processes in men will provide a fuller 
account and understanding of intra-gender hostility and its status preserving function for both 
men and women. 
  As discussed above, our results also highlight the need to identify other motivations 
for sexist women’s intra-gender hostility. In addition to policing gender appropriate 
behaviour, it may be that women who more strongly endorse sexism report greater intra-
gender hostility toward non-traditional women in the context of harassment because they 
believe their negative treatment is a natural and logical consequence of their gender 
anormative behaviour. The just-world hypothesis describes how people are motivated to 
believe that the world is a fair place, and that people are always rewarded for positive and 
punished for negative actions (Lerner, 1980). Because people want to believe that the world 
is fair, they look for ways to explain or rationalise injustice, which often involves blaming 
victims for their misfortune (Lerner & Simmons, 1966, Correia & Vala, 2003), including 
victims of sexual assault (Kleinke & Meyer, 1990, Drout & Gaertner, 1994) and sexual 
harassment (De Judicibus & McCabe, 2001). This helps people maintain their belief that the 
world is a just place where individuals ‘get what they deserve’. Relating this to the present 
findings, just world beliefs may explain highly sexist women’s intra-gender hostility toward 
victims of harassment, in that they rationalise her negative attention as an understandable 
consequence of her gender anormative behaviour which threatens men’s status.  
Conclusion 
  The present investigation is the first to establish that women who more strongly 
endorse HS report greater intra-gender hostility toward their non-traditional counterparts for 
reasons other than policing gender appropriate behaviour. That is, there was some evidence 
that intra-gender hostility was motivated by concerns that the target’s behaviour may be 
generalised into a negative stereotype of women as a group. Although the role of collective 
threat varied as a function of the context surrounding the target’s behaviour, higher HS 
women’s intra-gender hostility was consistently directed toward multiple forms of non-
traditional behaviour, which may reinforce specific biases women face regarding agency, 
sexual expression, and their dependence on men. These findings further highlight the need to 
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address the unique identity pressures women face as a lower status group to improve the 
quality of women’s intra-gender relationships, and prevent the perpetuation of gender 
inequality. 
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Chapter 6 
  In this chapter, I address the third and final question of this thesis: what contextual 
factors modify women’s intra-gender hostility? Prior research has identified individual 
difference variables, such as ingroup identification, which moderate women’s intra-gender 
hostility in the workplace. Specifically, lower identifiers are more likely to distance 
themselves from and derogate other women when they experience social identity threat 
(versus no threat). In contrast, higher identifiers are motivated to improve opportunities for 
women even under identity threatening circumstances (Derks, Ellemers, van Laar, & de 
Groot, 2011; Derks, van Laar, Ellemers, & de Groot, 2011). Given that lower identifiers’ 
intra-gender hostility can reinforce gender inequality at work (Kaiser & Spalding, 2015), it is 
important to identify factors which improve their attitudes toward and treatment of other 
women.  
  Social Identity Theory (1979) suggests that the extent to which status differences 
between men and women are seen as legitimate (i.e. fair or deserved), stable (i.e. enduring or 
likely to change), and permeable (i.e. whether individual group members can gain 
membership in the higher status group) should interact with ingroup identification to improve 
lower identifiers’ group commitment under certain circumstances (Doosje, Spears, & 
Ellemers, 2002). Thus, I examined whether these factors would contextually reduce lower 
identifiers’ intra-gender hostility in a hypothetical organisation where participants ostensibly 
worked. I examined this relationship in the workplace, and not in social situations as in prior 
chapters, because the workplace provides a clear context where these factors might influence 
women’s ingroup behaviours (e.g. beliefs that men are better suited to leadership roles; 
Schein, 2007; women can achieve token status in senior management roles, but 
predominantly occupy lower tier positions; Kanter, 1977).
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Investigating the Impact of Ingroup Identification and Group Status Relations on the 
Queen Bee Effect 
   Despite the progress of the women’s movement in recent decades, women are still 
less likely to reach higher tier positions in organisations than men. Women only hold 19.2% 
of the corporate board seats and 4.4% of CEO positions in the 500 largest stock listed 
companies in the United States (Catalyst, 2015a; 2015b), 21.1% of board positions and 3.6% 
of CEO positions in Europe (European Commission, 2015), and 12.3% of board directors and 
3.5% of CEO positions in Australia (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2012). Some affirmative 
action efforts have sought to remedy this by instituting gender quotas that place a small 
number of equally qualified women in senior organisational positions. These efforts are 
predicated on the assumption that senior women will mentor, promote, and serve as role 
models for junior women, thus improving opportunities for and the representation of women 
in the workplace more generally (Duguid, 2011; Mavin, 2008). However, recent evidence 
suggests the opposite. Instead, senior women in male dominated organisations tend to treat 
their subordinate female workers in a harsher fashion than subordinate male workers. This 
differential treatment on the basis of gender is referred to as the Queen Bee effect (Staines, 
Tavris, & Jayaratne, 1974).  
   Importantly, the Queen Bee effect does not reflect inherent competitiveness between 
women. Rather, it is an individual mobility response to the perceived threat that a person’s 
social identity might be devalued in a particular context (Steele, Spencer, & Aronson, 2002). 
Derks and colleagues provide evidence to suggest that women who report lower levels of 
identification with other women – i.e. lower ingroup identification – are more likely to 
demonstrate Queen Bee responses if they have experienced greater gender discrimination 
(Derks, Ellemers, van Laar, & de Groot, 2011) or are reminded of these past experiences 
during a priming exercise (Derks, van Laar, Ellemers, & de Groot, 2011). In contrast, high 
identifiers are more motivated to improve workplace opportunities for other women 
regardless of their prior experiences with gender discrimination.  
   However, there are other factors which, in conjunction with ingroup identification, 
may influence women’s responses to social identity threat. Specifically, the extent to which 
status differences between men and women are seen as legitimate (i.e. fair or deserved), 
stable (i.e. enduring or likely to change), and permeable (i.e. whether individual group 
members can gain membership in the higher status group; Ellemers, 1993; Ellemers, Wilke, 
& van Knippenberg, 1993). Prior research has demonstrated that facets of group status 
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relations can interact with ingroup identification to improve lower identifiers’ group 
commitment, such that they express greater ingroup solidarity when group status 
improvement is likely (versus unlikely; Doosje, Spears, & Ellemers, 2002). Thus, the nature 
of status differences between men and women may reduce lower identifiers’ Queen Bee 
responses, and improve their treatment of and attitudes toward other women in the 
workplace. 
  In this chapter, I report two studies in which I measured women’s ingroup 
identification, and systematically manipulated status legitimacy and stability (Study 1) and 
legitimacy and permeability (Study 2). In doing so, I sought to determine whether facets of 
group status relations contextually reduce lower identifiers’ Queen Bee responses, and 
improve their support for other women. I first provide evidence that the Queen Bee effect is a 
response to social identity threat that women experience in male dominated organisations, 
and the negative impact of these responses for working women. I build upon this by 
discussing the potential moderating role of group status relations. I finish by describing our 
two experiments, and discussing their implications for women’s intra-gender relationships 
and the attainment of gender equality in the workplace. 
The Queen Bee Effect as a Response to Social Identity Threat 
 
           According to Social Identity Theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), people use their social 
identities as a point of self-definition and evaluation. As individuals are motivated to achieve 
and maintain a positive self-concept, the value and worth of their social identities become 
integral to achieving this goal. Because people want to see themselves in a positive light, they 
strive to maintain a positive image of their group, and are therefore more likely to feel 
threatened when their group could be viewed negatively. Lower status groups, including 
women, can find maintaining a positive social identity challenging as they often encounter 
negative stereotypes which draw the worth of their group into question and reinforce their 
lower status position.  
  Despite progress towards gender equality, attitudes that women are less capable of 
succeeding in male-dominated professions (e.g. science, mathematics, engineering, IT) due to 
either a lack of natural ability (Pronin, Steele, & Ross, 2004), or a lack of interest (Ceci, 
Williams, & Barnett, 2009) are still pervasive. Further, organisational cultures often favour 
masculine leadership and work styles (Schein, Mueller, Lituchy, & Liu, 1996; Schein, 2007), 
meaning that men are more likely to be evaluated as effective leaders while women’s 
leadership potential goes unnoticed. These stereotypes and the low representation of women 
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at higher echelons of organisations present a salient social identity threat to working women, 
as they indicate that their gender is a liability in their professional lives.  
         Women can respond to this threat using one of two strategies. At the group level, they 
can engage in collective mobility strategies, which focus on improving the group’s overall 
status and image (Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 2001). Alternatively, they can employ 
individual mobility strategies, which focus on improving the individual group member’s 
status and image (Ellemers & Haslam, 2011). The Queen Bee effect constitutes an example 
of the latter strategy, as women attempt to improve their personal outcomes by distancing 
themselves from a devalued social identity. Importantly, women who identify with their 
gender less are more inclined to enact Queen Bee behaviours when faced with social identity 
threat, while high identifiers are motivated to improve opportunities for other women whether 
they are faced with threat or not (Derks, van Laar et al., 2011; Derks, Ellemers et al., 2011). 
Although lower identifiers are less concerned with group image than higher identifiers, they 
experience threat when they are categorized by others as a member of a negatively evaluated 
group (categorization threat; Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999) which does not 
match their internal self-views (Barreto & Ellemers, 2003). Thus, women who identify less 
with their gender cope with this threat by distancing themselves from the negatively 
evaluated group.  
         Individual mobility may help Queen Bees to achieve personal success, but this strategy 
can obstruct women’s advancement in the workplace in a number of ways. First, Queen Bees 
can legitimize prejudice against women by expressing greater gender-biased perceptions of 
female workers’ career commitment relative to men’s (Ellemers, van den Heuvel, de Gilder, 
Maass, & Bonvini, 2004). Further, Queen Bees distance themselves from other women by 
employing masculine self-descriptions (e.g. independent, dominating; Ely, 1995; Derks, 
Ellemers et al., 2011; Derks, Van Laar et al., 2011) which also reinforces the ‘suitability’ of 
masculine traits for leadership positions. Second, Queen Bees are less helpful toward and can 
actively prevent the career progress of junior women (Kaiser & Spalding, 2015), and 
demonstrate less support for equal opportunity programs and the progression of other women 
(Ng & Chiu, 2001; Garcia-Retamero & Lopez-Zafra, 2006). Third, they act as poor role 
models for junior women (Ely, 1994) who are in need of mentors in male-dominated 
organisations (Lockwood, 2006; Sealy, 2010; Sealy & Singh, 2010). When senior women are 
unwilling to relate to and emphasize that they are different from their junior counterparts, this 
can threaten junior women’s self-esteem (Parks-Stamm, Heilman, & Hearns, 2008), reduce 
their identification with more senior women, and contribute to their belief that personal 
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success is unattainable for them (Gibson, 2003). Given these negative individual and group 
consequences, it is important to identify variables which might improve lower identifiers’ 
attitudes toward and treatment of women in the workplace. Interestingly, certain contextual 
factors can interact with ingroup identification to influence the viability and choice of 
individual and collective enhancement strategies. 
Group Status Relations Moderate Responses to Social Identity Threat 
     Prior research demonstrates that reactions to social identity threat are also influenced 
by the socio-structural context in which groups are embedded. That is, the extent to which 
status differences between groups are perceived as legitimate, stable, and permeable 
influences which type of strategy might be used to achieve positive distinctiveness. If status 
differences are seen as illegitimate (and thus undeserved and contestable), members of lower 
status groups are more likely to reject negative stereotypes about their group and demonstrate 
greater ingroup bias and commitment (Jetten, Spears, Hogg, & Manstead, 2000). Under these 
conditions members’ willingness to collectively combat their disadvantage may be enhanced. 
However, legitimate status differences reduce collective mobility attempts and ingroup 
identification, as the motivation to justify existing social structures can override self- and 
group-enhancement motivations (Sidanius & Pratto, 1993). Perceptions of legitimacy can be 
endorsed by members of lower status groups who forgo positive self and group biases to 
validate existing social structures (Jost & Banaji, 1994). This endorsement of legitimising 
beliefs among lower status groups predicts lower ingroup favouritism and identification 
(Ellemers et al., 1993), lower awareness of discrimination (Major et al., 2002), and a greater 
tendency to value attributes associated with the higher status group (Schmader, Major, 
Eccleston, & McCoy, 2001). 
   If status differences are unstable (and therefore likely to change) group members are 
more willing to work to improve the group’s status (Ellemers, van Knippenberg, & Wilke, 
1990). Importantly, potential changes to the status quo provide group members with cognitive 
alternatives to the current status hierarchy, which is a key determinant of collective action 
and group enhancement (Reicher & Haslam, 2006; Turner & Brown, 1978). In contrast, 
stable and enduring status differences between groups provide no alternative reality to current 
status relations which reduce the likelihood that collective strategies will be employed. It may 
be that stable status relations convey the futility of any kind of collective action attempt on 
behalf of the group. 
   Finally, if group boundaries are impermeable (making opportunities for individual 
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improvement unlikely) members of lower status groups are more likely to define themselves 
in terms of group membership (Ellemers, van Knippenberg, de Vries, & Wilke, 1988; Tajfel 
& Turner, 1979). Thus, perceiving group boundaries as impermeable creates the perception 
that group members ‘are all in the same boat’ which positively impacts the need for collective 
enhancement strategies. However, when group boundaries are permeable and individual 
status enhancement is feasible, this eliminates the need for group mobility to improve 
individual outcomes. Thus, group members distance themselves from their ingroup (Ellemers 
et al., 1988; Jackson, Sullivan, Harnish, & Hodge, 1996; Boen & Vanbeselaere, 2000) and 
token members who achieve higher status are less likely to support collective action attempts 
(Wright, 2001). 
   Importantly, there is evidence for the interactive effects of these elements of the 
socio-structural context among naturalistic groups with a history of intergroup conflict and 
discrimination. In a longitudinal study examining ingroup bias among Maori and Caucasians 
in New Zealand, Vaughan (1978) found that in the initial years of the survey when status 
differences were perceived as fairly stable and legitimate, members of the lower status group 
(Maori) preferred the higher status outgroup (Caucasians). However, by the final assessment 
when status differences were perceived as relatively unstable and illegitimate, Maori 
participants showed a significant increase in their preference for their own group.  
   In a similar vein, Verkuyten and Reijerse (2008) examined how perceptions of group 
status relations between the (lower status) Turkish-Dutch and the (higher status) ethnically 
Dutch influenced Turkish-Dutch participants’ identity management strategies. As expected, 
when the intergroup context was considered stable and (relatively) legitimate, permeability 
was negatively related to ingroup identification, and positively associated with identification 
with the higher status outgroup. This suggests that opportunities for individual mobility drive 
members of lower status groups to strategically identify with the (more desirable) outgroup.  
   Looking at women specifically, there is some evidence that legitimacy, stability, and 
permeability appraisals influence intragroup behaviour. When gender discrimination is seen 
as pervasive and illegitimate (versus rare and illegitimate), women are more willing to engage 
in mentoring. Comparatively, when gender discrimination is seen as legitimate, women are 
equally inclined to engage in mentoring regardless of pervasiveness (Hersby, Jetten, Ryan, & 
Schmitt, 2011). Similarly, women’s collective action intentions are diminished when gender 
discrimination is considered pervasive and legitimate (versus rare and legitimate), while 
illegitimate status relations resulted in greater collective action intentions regardless of 
pervasiveness (Jetten, Schmitt, Branscombe, Garza, & Mewse, 2011).  
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   In a field study among female employees at a global engineering company, Hersby, 
Ryan, and Jetten (2009) found an interactive effect of status stability and permeability on 
women’s support for a women’s network initiative. Women supported the initiative more 
when they evaluated group status relations in their organisation as being unstable and 
permeable (versus stable and permeable) suggesting that when group advancement is possible 
individual mobility attempts are negated. Further, women supported the network more when 
group boundaries were considered impermeable (making individual advancement unlikely) 
regardless of perceptions of stability, perhaps because women believed that social change 
was only possible through collective action. However, they found no impact of legitimacy 
appraisals. Sealy (2010) found that female directors adopted more masculine behaviours at 
the start of their careers to achieve personal success, but abandoned this strategy after 
realizing the lack of permeability in the promotion system, rendering individual mobility 
attempts futile.  
   Taken together, this body of evidence suggests that facets of group status relations 
influence women’s engagement in collective and individual mobility strategies. However, 
these investigations have not considered the interactive effect of ingroup identification and 
facets of group status relations on women’s engagement in collective enhancement or 
individual mobility strategies. Although lower identifiers are generally more likely to employ 
individual mobility strategies when faced with identity threat than higher identifiers, there is 
some evidence that group status relations can enhance lower identifiers tendency to engage in 
collective enhancement strategies.  
   Using minimal groups (i.e. ‘inductive’ and ‘deductive’ thinkers), Doosje et al. (2002) 
demonstrated that lower identifiers will strategically work to enhance the whole group’s 
image when group status relations are unstable, because they can work to improve their 
personal and group status simultaneously. However, they will distance themselves from the 
ingroup when status relations are stable, as group (and thus individual) enhancement is not 
possible. Conversely, higher identifiers express greater in-group bias and commitment than 
low identifiers even when the group faces a bleak or unknown future. Although not explored 
in the context of gender, this suggests that individual differences can interact with group 
status relations to influence ingroup attitudes and responses, and enhance low identifiers’ 
collective action intentions and group enhancement attempts. 
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The Present Research 
 The aim of the present research is to determine whether lower identifiers’ Queen 
Bee responses are attenuated by facets of group status relations. In each of the two studies, 
female participants first indicated their level of work-related gender identification using a 
series of self-report items. These items assessed the extent to which their gender identity is 
important to their self-concept in the context of work. They then read about a hypothetical, 
male dominated organisation where they ostensibly worked in which women faced pervasive 
gender discrimination. Within this, the presentation of group status relations between men 
and women as legitimate and stable (Study 1) and legitimate and permeable (Study 2) were 
manipulated. Participants’ Queen Bee responses were then assessed. Specifically, I assessed 
the extent to which women endorsed a masculine self-description; denied the existence of 
gender discrimination in the workplace; were willing to engage in a mentoring relationship 
with another woman; and wished to respond to an instance of discrimination using collective 
enhancement and individual mobility strategies. 
  Studies 1 and 2 were run simultaneously. Although it would have been ideal to 
examine the interactive effect of all four variables in a single analysis, this was not practically 
viable, due to the analytic strategy (four-way interactions using a combination of categorical 
and continuous variables) and sample size required. Further, I was concerned that the 
cognitive load for participants would be too great if I simultaneously manipulated all three 
facets of socio-structural context. Cognitive load in this context may lead to greater attrition, 
poorer comprehension of the manipulations, and a dilution of effects. Thus, stability and 
permeability were examined separately. 
Study 1 
  Study 1 tested whether ingroup identification, legitimacy, and stability have 
independent and interactive effects on women’s Queen Bee behaviours. Specifically, it was 
hypothesized that: 
H1) Ingroup identification will be negatively associated with Queen Bee responses. That is, 
lower identifiers will be more inclined to engage in Queen Bee behaviours than higher 
identifiers. 
H2) Participants in the legitimate conditions will be more likely to engage in Queen Bee 
behaviours than participants in the illegitimate conditions. 
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H3) Participants in the stable conditions will be more likely to engage in Queen Bee 
behaviours than participants in the unstable conditions. 
H4) The main effects proposed in H2 and H3 will be additive, such that participants will be 
most likely to engage in Queen Bee behaviours when status relations are both legitimate and 
stable (compared to the other three conditions). 
H5) The additive effects proposed in H4 will be moderated by identification, such that the 
additive effects of legitimacy and stability on Queen Bee behaviours will be less pronounced 
among higher identifiers (who are expected to show relatively low levels of Queen Bee 
behaviours regardless of condition).  
Method 
Participants 
  Seven hundred and seventy-seven female MTurk workers (Mage = 36.92, SD = 11.76) 
participated for monetary remuneration. The racial breakdown of the sample was 81.30% 
White, 6.90% African American, 5.70% Asian, 2.30% Hispanic/Latin American, 2.70% 
mixed-race, and 0.90% other. Only 0.30% of the sample did not indicate their ethnicity. In 
terms of education, 37.20% of the sample had completed a bachelor’s degree, 35.70% had 
completed some university, and 12.90% had completed a Masters or PhD. Of the remaining 
participants, 10.60% had completed high school or an equivalent qualification (e.g. GED), 
2.90% had completed trade/technical/vocational training, and 0.70% had completed some 
high school. Participants reported an average of 15.78 years in the workforce (SD = 11.27). 
Design 
  Study 1 employed a 2 (Status legitimacy: legitimate, illegitimate) x 2 (Status stability: 
stable, unstable) independent groups design, with ingroup identification as a measured 
variable. Ingroup identification was assessed using self-report items. Status legitimacy and 
stability were manipulated using a series of vignettes which described objective differences in 
the capability of men and women, and the likelihood that women would be equally 
represented in senior management at a hypothetical organisation. Queen Bee responses were 
assessed using a series of self-report measures. 
Materials, Measures, and Procedure 
  Control Variables. Participants completed an online study which ostensibly 
examined people’s perceptions of conflict in the workplace. After provision of informed 
consent, I measured participants’ past experiences with gender discrimination, and the extent 
141 
 
 
to which they believed status differences between men and women were legitimate and stable 
at work. I controlled for these variables as they may influence the believability and 
effectiveness of our scenario and manipulations, and participants’ responses to our dependent 
measures. Women who have experienced less gender discrimination at work may find the 
scenario less believable, and be less affected by our social identity threat elicitation procedure 
than women who have experienced more prejudice throughout their careers.  
  Further, women’s a priori perceptions of status differences between men and women 
may attenuate the effectiveness of our legitimacy and stability manipulations. Although 
gender discrimination remains pervasive in modern workplaces, it is generally considered 
inappropriate to (overtly) discriminate against workers based on gender. Further, progress – 
albeit slow (Radke, Hornsey, & Barlow, 2016) – toward gender equality has been made, 
giving the impression of instability.  Thus, although undesirable, participants’ responses to 
our manipulations and dependent measures may be influenced by their beliefs about status 
relations between men and women more generally, rather than the information presented to 
them. 
  Past experience with gender discrimination at work was assessed using five items 
from Derks, Ellemers et al. (2011; e.g. In my career I have been mocked or discriminated 
against because I am a woman; α = .90). Six items assessed a priori perceptions of status 
legitimacy (e.g. Men and women’s different roles and opportunities in organisations are the 
result of inherent differences between them; α = .81) and stability (e.g. Attitudes toward 
women in organisations will change for the better such that they are given the same 
opportunities for advancement as men; α = .83) between men and women in the workplace. 
Each scale comprised three items. Participants indicated their agreement with these items on 
7-point scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Higher scores 
indicated greater experiences with gender discrimination, and perceptions that status 
differences were more legitimate and stable. All control measures were counterbalanced to 
control for order effects. 
  Work-related Gender Identification. Participants’ work-related ingroup 
identification was assessed using four items taken from Derks, van Laar et al. (2011; e.g. At 
work, being a woman is important to me; α = .87). Participants indicated their agreement with 
each item on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Higher 
scores indicated greater ingroup identification.  
  Setting the scene. Participants were then asked to read a short passage which 
described a hypothetical organisation (RHG) where they had worked as a marketing manager 
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in the Sales and Marketing Division for 5 years. This explanation was accompanied by a 
diagram depicting the organisational structure of RHG in order to familiarise participants 
with terms they may be unaccustomed to (e.g. senior management), illustrate the difference 
between high and low status positions in the organisation (i.e. senior versus middle 
management), and highlight participants’ lower tier position in the organisation. After 
viewing the organisational diagram, participants were informed that they hoped to be 
promoted to the Head of the Sales and Marketing Division by the end of the year. 
  Eliciting social identity threat. Participants then read another short passage which 
described the current (dire) situation for women at RHG, corroborated by a number of 
relevant statistics (adapted from Schmitt, Branscombe, & Postmes, 2003). The passage 
explained that female employees routinely faced discrimination and inequality at RHG, had 
not been promoted to senior management positions for nearly 15 years, and that male 
employees believed women to be unsuitable for these positions because they are more 
emotional and less competent than men. This scenario was found to effectively induce threat 
in Schmitt et al. (2003). Specifically, Schmitt and colleagues found that women exposed to 
this scenario (versus a scenario which depicted gender discrimination as rare) reported lower 
levels of self-esteem, suggesting the elicitation of a sense of threat among women. 
  After reading this passage, participants were presented with the status legitimacy and 
stability manipulations. These were presented on separate screens in the online survey and 
were counterbalanced to control for order effects. 
  Legitimacy manipulation. Participants were presented with data comparing the 
capability of male and female employees at RHG that had been obtained and compiled by an 
external company to ensure objectivity and lack of bias in the results.  In a series of graphs, 
participants saw a comparison between male and female employees at RHG on a series of 
dimensions consistent with implicit theories of leadership (Offermann, Kennedy, & Wirtz, 
1994) – coping with stress, problem solving, assertiveness, creativity, and being an 
inspirational figure for employees. These dimensions were chosen to increase the likelihood 
that they tapped participants’ schemas about effective leadership and enhanced the 
believability of the scenario. Participants were informed that these characteristics predict 
leadership ability and productivity in senior managers (e.g. division heads and CEOs), and 
that lower scores across these dimensions suggest that employees are better suited to middle 
management positions (i.e. sales and marketing managers).  
  Participants were shown a graph which demonstrated that male and female RHG 
employees were equally matched on these dimensions (illegitimate condition) or that men 
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outperformed women (legitimate condition). A passage following the graph highlighted the 
performance differences (or lack thereof) between male and female employees, and 
commented that the low representation of women in senior management at RHG could 
(legitimate condition) or could not be (illegitimate condition) attributed to gender differences 
in ability. 
  Stability manipulation. Participants were informed that the company recently 
underwent an external review by the Gilbert Group (an international company that owns 
RHG and a series of other companies). The results of this review brought the company’s 
discriminatory practices to light. As a result, RHG has taken steps to address the 
discrimination and underrepresentation of women in senior management by implementing an 
Equal Opportunities Program which is expected to change (unstable condition) or have no 
impact on (stable condition) male RHG directors, managers, and employees’ attitudes and 
behaviour toward women in the workplace. As such, it is likely (unstable condition) or 
unlikely (stable condition) that women will be promoted to senior management within the 
next year, and be equally represented at higher tiers in the organisation within the next five 
years. 
  Queen Bee responses. After reading the legitimacy and stability manipulations, 
participants’ Queen Bee responses were assessed. These measures were also counterbalanced 
to control for order effects.  
  Willingness to engage in mentoring. Participants were asked to indicate their desire 
to participate in a new mentoring scheme for female employees across three items (e.g. I 
would like to engage in a mentoring relationship with another woman; α = .89) on a 7-point 
scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree; adapted from Hersby et al., 
2011). These items assessed participants’ desire to help or be involved with other women and 
female-oriented initiatives in the organisation. Higher scores indicated a greater willingness 
to participate in the mentoring scheme.  
  Responses to a sexist comment. Participants were presented with a short passage 
describing an incident at RHG involving themselves and their work group (adapted from 
Becker, Barreto, Kahn, & de Oliveira Laux, 2015). The participant was told that they were 
working on two upcoming marketing campaigns with three male and two female marketing 
managers. One campaign focuses on baby toys to target mothers in the local area; the other is 
a prestigious international campaign focused on puzzles. In the process of deciding which 
managers will work on each campaign, one of the male marketing managers (Robert) 
suggests that the female managers work on the baby toys campaign, and the men work on the 
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puzzle campaign. He justifies this by explaining that ‘Women have more experience with 
babies and children…[while] men have more experience in the workplace and with problem 
solving... We’re also better equipped to handle stressful situations like international 
campaigns.’ Participants were then presented with ten items, and were asked to rate the 
likelihood that they would respond to this statement by employing collective enhancement 
strategies (e.g., I would disagree and clearly say that he is discriminating against women; α = 
.85), individual enhancement strategies (e.g., I would disagree with him and make it clear 
that even though the statement may apply to women more generally, it does not apply to me 
personally; α = .73), or by agreeing with the sexist remark (e.g., I would agree with Robert; r 
= .92). All items were on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much), where, 
where higher scores indicated a greater desire to use that particular strategy.  
 Masculine self-description. Participants indicated the extent to which four masculine 
traits (e.g. independent, dedicated; α = .74) characterized them using 1 (not at all 
characteristic) to 7 (very characteristic) scales (Derks, Ellemers et al., 2011). Higher scores 
indicated that participants felt masculine traits more accurately described them.  
  Denial of gender discrimination. Two items (r = .73) assessed the extent to which 
participants believed women still encounter gender prejudice in the workplace (e.g. It’s my 
impression that discrimination at work toward female employees no long occurs) on a 7-point 
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Higher scores indicated a 
greater denial of gender discrimination in the workplace. 
  Manipulation checks. After administration of the dependent measures, items 
assessing the effectiveness of our legitimacy and stability manipulations were presented. 
Participants’ responses were recorded on a 7-point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) 
to 7 (strongly agree). Perceptions of legitimacy were assessed using two sets of two items. 
The first set comprised information check items which assessed whether participants 
correctly recognized gender differences (or lack thereof) in employee capability (e.g. 
Generally speaking, male and female employees at RHG are equally competent; r = .69). The 
second set measured whether participants perceived status differences (The lack of women in 
senior management at RHG can be attributed to the lower competence of female employees) 
and differences in opportunity between men and women as deserved (Female employees at 
RHG are unfairly denied the same opportunities as male employees, r = .50). The three 
positively worded items were reversed coded, such that higher scores indicated greater 
perceptions of legitimacy.  
  Perceptions of stability were assessed using four items which measured the extent to 
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which participants believed that status differences between men and women at RHG would 
disappear in the future and that men’s perceptions and treatment of women would improve 
(e.g., Women will be equally represented in senior management at RHG in the near future; 
Male employees’ attitudes toward women at RHG will change in the near future, such that 
they will perceive women as equally competent to men). All items were reverse coded such 
that higher scores indicated greater perceptions of stability (α = .95). 
           Results 
  Means, standard deviations, and inter-correlations for all continuous variables are 
presented in Table 1. Consistent with prior research, mean levels of women’s ingroup 
identification were around the mid-point of the scale (Becker et al., 2015; Schmader, 2002; 
Derks, Ellemers et al., 2011). Mean scores for masculine self-description, willingness to 
engage in mentoring, and the desire to use collective enhancement strategies in response to a 
sexist comment trended toward the positive side. In contrast, denial of gender discrimination, 
desire to use individual enhancement strategies in response to a sexist comment, and 
agreement with a sexist comment were relatively low. However, each measure demonstrated 
acceptable variation, indicating that there were no floor or ceiling effects.  
  I conducted a series of moderated multiple regressions to test the effectiveness of our 
manipulations and the effect of ingroup identification, status legitimacy, and stability on our 
dependent variables. Manipulations of status legitimacy and stability were dummy coded, 
such that 1 = legitimate/stable, and -1 = illegitimate/unstable. Ingroup identification scores 
were mean centred prior to analyses at 1 SD above and below the mean. Our control variables 
(prior experience with gender discrimination, and a priori perceptions of status legitimacy 
and stability) were entered in at Step 1. As anticipated, each control variable was associated 
with almost all of the dependent measures (see Table 1), thus their inclusion in the analyses 
was justified.3 Importantly, including all the control variables or only the subset that were 
associated with the specific outcome variable did not impact the results of each individual 
analysis. Thus, for consistency, the analyses reported below included all control variables at 
Step 1. Ingroup identification, status legitimacy, and stability were entered in at Step 2. The.
                                                          
3 Including the control variables (all three and the subset that were related to each dependent measure) did not 
substantially change the pattern of results. When the control variables are included, a significant legitimacy x 
stability interaction emerges on denial of gender discrimination (described below). 
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Table 1 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Among all Continuous Variables in Study 1 
 
* p <.05 **p <.01 ***p<.001 
Note: Age and number of years in the workforce were free response items. All other variables were assessed using a 1-7 scale.
Variables Mean (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
Demographics             
1. Age 37.37 (11.52) -           
2. Number of years in the workforce 15.96 (11.15) .84*** -          
Measured variables             
3. Legitimacy 2.48 (1.33) -.03 -.08* -         
4. Stability 4.93 (1.15) -.02 -.01 -.07* -        
5. Prior experience with gender discrimination 3.15 (1.57) .04 .10** -.14*** -.10** -       
6. Ingroup identification 4.53 (1.45) .14*** .13*** .09** .16*** -.03 -      
Dependent variables             
7. Masculine self-description 4.93 (1.04) .11** .15*** -.03 .18*** .13*** .20*** -     
8. Denial of gender discrimination 1.91 (1.16) .01 -.01 .44*** -.06 -.24*** -.04 -.08* -    
9. Willingness to engage in mentoring 5.46 (1.34) .10** .13*** -.21*** .15*** .14*** .21*** .21*** -.30*** -   
10. Desire to use collective enhancement 
strategies 
4.58 (1.44) -.04 -.01 -.37*** .24*** .16*** .11** .16*** -.33*** .33*** -  
11. Desire to use individual enhancement 
strategies 
3.12 (1.51) -.06 -.06 .21*** .10** -.01 .04 .06 .11** .02 .17*** - 
12. Desire to agree with a sexist statement 1.65 (1.25) -.02 -.07 .47*** -.10** -.10** .02 -.04 .38** -.23*** -.46*** .04 
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three two-way interactions were entered in at Step 3. Finally, the ingroup identification x 
legitimacy x stability interaction was entered in at Step 4 
Manipulation checks 
  Legitimacy. Analyses indicated that our legitimacy manipulation was successful, 
with significant effects observed on both the information check and perception of status 
differences measures. Participants in the legitimate condition thought that female RHG 
employees were less competent and committed to their jobs than male employees (M = 3.10, 
SD = 1.34) compared to participants in the illegitimate condition (M = 1.75, SD = 1.14), β = 
.56, p ≤.001, sr2 = .30. Further, participants in the legitimate condition evaluated status 
differences between men and women as more deserved (M = 3.14, SD = 1.52) than 
participants in the illegitimate condition (M = 1.77, SD = 1.10), β = .46, p < .001, sr2 = .21. 
 However, these were not the only significant effects observed. Significant effects of 
ingroup identification were observed on both measures, all β’s = -.10, all p’s = .017, all sr2 ≤ 
.02, along with a significant effect of stability, β = -.09, p = .002, sr2 = .01, and a significant 
interaction between ingroup identification and legitimacy, β = -.11, p < .001, sr2 = .01, on the 
perception of status differences measure (see Appendix A for all analyses). Although the 
presence of these effects suggests that I did not successfully orthogonally manipulate 
legitimacy, the small effect sizes observed for these unexpected effects relative to that 
obtained for the legitimacy manipulation suggests that the manipulation had the most 
substantial impact on perceptions of legitimacy.  
  Stability. Analyses indicated that our stability manipulation was also successful. 
Participants in the stable condition evaluated status differences between men and women as 
more enduring (M = 5.66, SD = 1.25) than participants in the unstable condition (M = 3.13, 
SD = 1.19), β = .72, p < .001, sr2 = .51. However, this was qualified by a significant, but 
small, legitimacy x stability, β = -.06, p = .010, sr2 < .01 and ingroup identification x 
legitimacy x stability interaction, β = -.08, p = .001, sr2 = .01 (see Appendix A for all 
analyses). While this suggests that, like legitimacy, I did not orthogonally manipulate 
stability, again the comparatively small effect sizes of these interactions relative to the main 
effect of stability suggests that the stability manipulation had the most substantial influence 
on stability appraisals.  
 Dependent variables  
   Willingness to engage in mentoring. In line with H1, gender identification was 
positively associated with willingness to engage in mentoring, β = .22, p ≤ .001, sr2 = .04. No 
other significant effects were observed, all βs ≤ -.04, all ps ≥ .203, all sr2 ≤ .01. 
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  Use of collective enhancement strategies in response to a sexist comment. In line 
with H1, gender identification was positively associated with use of collective enhancement 
strategies, β = .11, p = .001, sr2 = .01. However, no other significant effects or interactions 
were observed, all βs ≤ -.04, all ps ≥ .210, all sr2 ≤ .01. 
  Use of individual enhancement strategies in response to a sexist comment. In line 
with H2, participants in the legitimate condition were more inclined to use individual 
enhancement strategies than those in the illegitimate condition, β = .08, p = .017, sr2 = .01. 
No other significant effects were observed, all βs ≤.06, all ps ≥ .111, all sr2 ≤ .01. 
 Agreement with a sexist comment. The gender identification x legitimacy x stability 
interaction was significant, β = .07, p = .023, sr2 = .01 (see Figure 1). Follow-up analyses 
revealed only one simple slope of stability, which was among high identifiers. This showed 
that high identifiers agreed more with the sexist statement when status relations were 
unstable, but only in the illegitimate condition, b = -.20, p = .012. This finding is effectively 
the opposite of what was proposed in H4 and H5. No other significant simple slopes were 
observed, all bs ≤ .16, all ps ≥ .082. Nor were there any other significant main or interactive 
effects, all βs ≤.05, all ps ≥ .455, all sr2 ≤ .01. 
  Masculine self-description. Contrary to H1, gender identification was positively 
associated with a more masculine self-description, β = .17, p = .001, sr2 = .03. No other 
significant effects were observed, all βs ≤ .05, all ps ≥ .155, all sr2 ≤ .01. 
 Denial of gender discrimination. Contrary to H3, participants in the unstable 
condition were more likely to deny the existence of gender discrimination than participants in 
the stable condition, β = -.11, p ≤ .001, sr2 = .01. This was qualified by a significant 
legitimacy x stability interaction, β = .08, p = .011, sr2 = .01 (see Figure 2). Contrary to H4, 
more likely to deny the existence of gender discrimination in the unstable-illegitimate 
condition than the unstable-legitimate condition, b = -.11, p = .025. No other significant 
simple slopes, all bs ≤ .07, all ps ≥ .158, or effects were observed, all βs ≤ .03, all ps ≥ .400, 
all sr2 ≤ .01. 
 
 
 
a) 
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Figure 1. Agreement with a sexist comment as a function of legitimacy and stability, at 
higher (Figure 1a) and lower levels of ingroup identification (Figure 1b). 
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Figure 2. Denial of gender discrimination as a function of legitimacy and stability. 
 
Discussion 
  The aim of Study 1 was to examine the interactive effect of ingroup identification, 
legitimacy, and stability on women’s Queen Bee responses. In line with H1 and previous 
research, higher identifiers were less likely to employ Queen Bee responses. Specifically, 
higher identifiers were more willing to engage in a mentoring relationship with another 
woman, and were more inclined to respond to a sexist comment using collective enhancement 
strategies than lower identifiers. Contrary to expectations, higher identifiers reported more 
masculine self-descriptions than lower identifiers, and ingroup identification was unrelated to 
denial of gender discrimination, desire to use individual enhancement strategies in response 
to, or agreement with a sexist comment.  
  Although some additive and interactive effects of legitimacy, stability, and ingroup 
identification were observed, these were not consistent across the outcome measures. Further, 
the directions of the significant effects were opposite of what was predicted. Contrary to H3, 
participants were more likely to deny the existence of gender discrimination when group 
status differences were unstable (versus stable). This effect was qualified by a significant 
legitimacy x stability interaction. Contrary to H4, participants were more likely to deny the 
existence of gender discrimination when status relations were unstable and illegitimate 
(versus unstable and legitimate). Finally, a significant identification x legitimacy x stability 
interaction was observed on agreement with a sexist statement. However, contrary to H5, 
Queen Bee responses were not more pronounced among lower identifiers. Instead, higher 
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identifiers’ agreement was increased when group status relations were illegitimate and 
unstable (versus illegitimate and stable), while lower identifiers’ reported similar levels of 
agreement regardless of experimental condition.  
  Overall, this suggests that evaluations of legitimacy and stability do not greatly 
impact lower identifiers’ Queen Bee behaviours. However, it may be that other facets of 
group status relations have more of an impact. Currently, the Queen Bee effect is 
conceptualised as an individual mobility response to social identity threat, whereby women 
distance themselves from a devalued social group to maintain a positive individual identity 
and improve their personal outcomes (Derks, van Laar et al., 2011; Derks, Ellemers et al., 
2011). Thus, it may be that Queen Bee effect is influenced more by the extent to which group 
boundaries are permeable and opportunities for individual advancement are available, rather 
than evaluations of deserved lower status or the likelihood of group status improvement. 
Members of lower status groups generally respond with decreased satisfaction and ingroup 
identification when group boundaries are permeable, and distance themselves from the 
ingroup to improve their personal outcomes rather than dealing collectively with group threat 
(Wright, Taylor, & Moghaddam, 1990). In contrast, group members are more likely to define 
themselves in terms of group membership when they perceive that group boundaries between 
them and a higher status group are impermeable, as opportunities for individual improvement 
are unlikely (Ellemers et al., 1988; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Thus, I investigated the effect of 
status permeability on women’s Queen Bee responses in Study 2. I also sought to examine 
the role of identification and legitimacy to gauge the reliability of the Study 1 findings.  
Study 2 
  Study 2 used the same paradigm as used in Study 1, with the exception that we 
manipulated permeability rather than stability. As such, the first two predictions were the 
same as Hypotheses 1 and 2 in Study 1: 
H1) Ingroup identification will be negatively associated with Queen Bee responses. That is, 
lower identifiers will be more inclined to engage in Queen Bee behaviours than higher 
identifiers. 
H2) Participants in the legitimate conditions will be more likely to engage in Queen Bee 
behaviours than participants in the illegitimate conditions. 
In addition I hypothesized the following main and interactive effects of permeability: 
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H3) Participants in the permeable conditions will be more likely to engage in Queen Bee 
behaviours than participants in the impermeable conditions. 
H4) The main effects proposed in H2 and H3 will be additive, such that participants will be 
most likely to engage in Queen Bee behaviours when status relations are both legitimate 
permeable (compared to the other three conditions). 
H5) The additive effects proposed in H4 will be moderated by identification, such that the 
additive effects of legitimacy and permeability on Queen Bee behaviours will be less 
pronounced among higher identifiers (who are expected to show relatively low levels of 
Queen Bee behaviours regardless of condition). 
Method 
Participants 
  Seven hundred and fifty-three female MTurk workers (Mage = 37.37, SD = 11.52) 
participated for monetary remuneration. The racial breakdown of the sample was 79.00% 
White, 8.00% African American, 5.40% Asian, 3.90% Hispanic/Latin American, 3.20% 
mixed-race, and 0.40% other. Only 0.10% of the sample did not indicate their racial 
background. In terms of education, 40.70% of the sample had completed a bachelor’s degree, 
32.80% had completed some university, and 13.00% had completed a Masters or PhD. Of the 
remaining participants, 9.90% had completed high school or an equivalent qualification (e.g. 
GED), 3.30% had completed trade/technical/vocational training, and 0.30% had completed 
some high school. Participants reported an average of 15.96 years in the workforce (SD = 
11.15). 
Design, Materials, Measures, and Procedure 
  Study 2 employed the same design, scenario, and procedure as Study 1, except that 
the stability manipulation was replaced with a permeability manipulation (described below). 
The same organisational context was used, such that participants were employed as a 
marketing manager in the Sales and Marketing Division at RHG, and aspired to be promoted 
to head of department. The same measures of identification, Queen Bee responses, and 
legitimacy manipulation checks that were used in Study 1 were also used here (all α’s ≥. 76). 
In addition, the following permeability-related measures were included. 
  Pre-manipulation measures of permeability. Participants’ a priori perceptions of 
status permeability were assessed using two items which tapped the extent to which they 
believed it was possible for token women to advance in organisations (e.g., It’s currently 
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possible for some women to advance to senior management positions in organisations; It’s 
not currently possible for any women to advance to senior management positions in 
organisations; r = .50). Participants indicated their agreement on 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 
(strongly agree) scales. Item two was reverse coded such that higher scores indicated 
evaluations of greater permeability. All control measures were counterbalanced to control for 
order effects. 
  Permeability manipulation. Participants were presented with a passage explaining 
that, although a majority of men in senior management at RHG believe that female 
employees were unsuitable for important leadership roles, roughly half of these men qualified 
this by saying that there was no reason why some women couldn’t obtain the status position 
they deserve if they demonstrated that they were just as competent in and committed to their 
jobs as their male colleagues. These men then went on to state that in the upcoming 
promotion round, they would happily promote 1 or 2 women who were just as competent, 
decisive, and confident as their male colleagues.  
  Participants were then presented with a graph depicting the results of each 
participant’s latest performance review relative to other male RHG employees who had also 
expressed an interest in a promotion to the Head of the Sales and Marketing Division. The 
graph indicated that the participants’ performance was significantly better than their male 
colleagues, and this was highlighted to participants in the passage accompanying the graph. 
Participants were then asked to imagine that three months had passed and promotion rounds 
had begun at RHG. After reviewing the applicants, the company announced the shortlisted 
candidates who would advance to the next round of the application process. In the permeable 
condition the shortlisted candidates were the participant, another woman, and five men. In the 
impermeable condition the candidates were seven men. In the permeable condition, it was 
made clear to participants that although their advancement was likely, most other women at 
RHG would not be given the opportunity to advance to senior management. This was to 
ensure that participants understood that their opportunity for individual mobility did not 
provide an opportunity for group mobility. 
  Manipulation check items. The effectiveness of our permeability manipulation was 
assessed using two items. One item measured the likelihood that the participant would be 
promoted (How likely is it that you will be promoted to senior management at RHG?) on a 7-
point scale, ranging from 1 (very unlikely) to 7 (very likely). The other item assessed the 
likelihood that a few (versus many) women would be promoted to senior management (A few 
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women may advance to senior management at RHG in the near future) on a 7-point scale, 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
Results 
  Means, standard deviations, and inter-correlations for all continuous variables are 
summarized in Table 2. Consistent with Study 1 and previous research, mean levels of 
women’s ingroup identification were roughly at the mid-point of the scale (Becker et al., 
2015; Derks et al., 2011; Schmader, 2002). Once again, mean scores for masculine self-
description, willingness to engage in mentoring, and desire to use collective enhancement 
strategies in response to a sexist comment trended toward the positive side. In contrast, denial 
of gender discrimination, desire to use individual enhancement strategies in response to a 
sexist comment, and agreement with a sexist comment were relatively low. However, there 
was no evidence of floor or ceiling effects. 
  I conducted a series of moderated multiple regressions in which manipulations of 
legitimacy and permeability were dummy coded, such that 1 = legitimate/permeable, and -1 = 
illegitimate/impermeable. Ingroup identification scores were mean centred prior to analyses 
at 1 SD above and below the mean. Our control variables (prior experience with gender 
discrimination, and a priori perceptions of status legitimacy and permeability) were entered in 
at Step 1. Our control variables were associated with our dependent variables, though not as 
consistently as in Study 1 (see Table 2). However, including all the control variables or only 
the subset that were associated with the specific outcome variable did not impact the results 
of each individual analysis.4 Thus, for consistency, the analyses below included all control 
variables at Step 1. Ingroup identification, the legitimacy dummy, and the permeability 
dummy were entered in at Step 2. The three two-way interactions were entered in at Step 3. 
Finally, the ingroup identification x legitimacy x permeability interaction was entered in at 
                                                          
4 However, omitting the control variables altogether changed the pattern of results somewhat. When omitted, 
two significant effects of legitimacy emerged on participants’ desire to use individual enhancement strategies, β 
=.07, p = .050, sr2 < .01, and their agreement with a sexist statement, β = .08, p = .027, sr2 = .01. When the 
control variables (all three or the subset related to each dependent variable) are included, these effects disappear 
while significant main effects of permeability emerge on participants’ desire to use collective enhancement 
strategies in response to a sexist statement, their agreement with a sexist statement, and denial of gender 
discrimination. These effects are discussed in the main results section. 
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Table 2 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Among all Continuous Variables in Study 2 
* p <.05 **p <.01 ***p<.001 
Note: Age and number of years in the workforce were free response items. All other variables were assessed using a 1-7 scale
Variables Mean (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 11 12 13 
Demographics 
1. Age 
 
36.92 (11.76) 
 
- 
          
2. Number of years in the workforce 15.78 (11.27) .86*** -          
Measured variables             
1. Legitimacy 2.50 (1.27) .02 <-.01 -         
2. Permeability 5.99 (1.08) .05 .04 -.15* -        
3. Prior experience with gender 
discrimination 
3.07 (1.53) .07 .08* -.06 -.20** -       
4. Ingroup identification 4.53 (1.42) .11** .10** .07* -.05 -.07 -      
Dependent variables             
5. Masculine self-description 5.04 (1.03) .08** .09* -.01 .05 .04 .14*** -     
6. Denial of gender discrimination 2.02 (1.26) -.03 -.03 .35*** -.03 -.25*** -.05 -.04* -    
7. Willingness to engage in mentoring 5.49 (1.36) .08* .08* -.21*** .01 .08* .22*** .19*** -.27*** -   
8. Desire to use collective enhancement 
strategies 
4.57 (1.38) -.08* -.05 -.32*** -.06 .24*** .11** .15*** -.32*** .23*** -  
9. Desire to use individual enhancement 
strategies 
3.13 (1.51) .01 .01 .26*** -.12** .04 -.02 .13*** .13*** -.02 .10** - 
10. Desire to agree with a sexist statement 1.53 (1.08) -.04 -.07 .41*** -.16*** -.04 .04 -.02 .32*** -.17*** -.36*** .13*** 
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Step 4. 
Manipulation checks 
  Legitimacy. As in Study 1, analyses indicated that our legitimacy manipulation was 
successful. Participants in the legitimate condition thought that female RHG employees were 
less competent and committed to their jobs than male employees (M = 3.10, SD = 1.34) 
compared to participants in the illegitimate condition (M = 1.75, SD = 1.14), β = .46, p <.001, 
sr2 = .21.  Further, participants in the legitimate condition evaluated status differences 
between men and women as more deserved (M = 3.37, SD = 1.78) than participants in the 
illegitimate condition (M = 1.69, SD = 1.38), all βs ≥ .25, all ps ≤ .001, all sr2 ≥ .06. 
However, consistent with Study 1, these were not the only significant effects of the 
legitimacy manipulation observed. A significant effect of ingroup identification, β = -.15, 
p≤.001, sr2 = .02, qualified by a significant identification x legitimacy x permeability 
interaction, β = -.09, p =.005, sr2 = .01, were observed on the information check items. 
Further, a significant effect of permeability, β = .11, p < .001, sr2 > .01, and a significant 
ingroup identification x legitimacy interaction was also observed, β = -.07, p = .030, sr2 > 
.01, on the perception of status differences measure (see Appendix B for all analyses). 
Although this again demonstrates a failure to orthogonally manipulate legitimacy, the small 
effect sizes of effects relative to the effect of manipulated legitimacy suggests that, as desired, 
the manipulation had the most substantial impact on legitimacy appraisals. 
 Permeability. Analyses indicated that our permeability manipulation was also 
successful. Participants felt they were more likely to be promoted in the permeable condition 
(M = 4.84, SD = 1.46) than the impermeable condition (M = 2.71, SD = 1.57) and that it was 
more likely that only a few women would advance to senior management at RHG in the near 
future in the permeable condition (M = 5.27, SD = 1.28) than the impermeable condition (M = 
3.38, SD = 1.74; all βs ≥ .53, all ps ≤ .001, all sr2 ≥ .28). However, both of these effects were 
qualified by significant ingroup identification x legitimacy x permeability interactions (all βs 
≥ -.07, all ps ≤ .026, all sr2 ≤ .01; see Appendix B for full analyses). Again, however, the 
effect sizes of these interactions relative to the main effects of permeability suggests were 
small suggesting that the permeability manipulation had the most substantial impact on the 
perceived permeability of group boundaries. 
Dependent variables. 
  Willingness to engage in mentoring. In line with H1, gender identification was 
positively associated with willingness to engage in mentoring, β = .25, p < .001, sr2 = .06. No 
other significant effects or interactions were observed, all βs ≤ -.04, all ps ≥ .348, all sr2 ≤ 
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.01. 
  Desire to use collective enhancement strategies in response to a sexist comment. 
In line with H1, gender identification was positively associated with use of a collective 
enhancement strategy, β = .15, p ≤ .001, sr2 = .02. In line with H3, participants in the 
impermeable condition were more inclined to use a collective enhancement strategy than 
those in the permeable condition, β = -.08, p = .015, sr2 = .01. However, no other significant 
effects or interactions were observed, all βs ≤ -.08, all ps ≥ .290, all sr2 ≤ .01. 
  Desire to use individual enhancement strategies in response to a sexist comment. 
Contrary to expectations, no significant main effects or interactions were observed on desire 
to use an individual enhancement strategy, all βs ≤.06, all ps ≥ .092, all sr2 ≤ .01. 
  Agreement with a sexist statement. In line with H3, participants in the permeable 
condition were more willing to agree with a sexist comment than those in the impermeable 
condition, β = .07, p = .025, sr2 = .01. No other significant effects or interactions were 
observed, all βs ≤ .07, all ps ≥ .067, all sr2 ≤ .01. 
  Masculine self-description. Contrary to H1 (but consistent with Study 1), gender 
identification was positively associated with a more masculine self-description, β = .15, p < 
.001, sr2 = .02. There was also a significant legitimacy x permeability interaction, β = -.08, p 
= .026, sr2 = .01 (see Figure 3). Analysis of simple slopes indicated that, contrary to H4, 
participants reported a more masculine self-description in the illegitimate-permeable 
condition than the legitimate-permeable condition, b = -.13, p = .018. In contrast, no effects 
of legitimacy emerged in the impermeable condition, b = .03, p = .555. No other significant 
effects or interactions were observed, all βs ≤ .08, all ps ≥ .233, all sr2 ≤ .01.  
  Denial of gender discrimination. Consistent with H3, participants in the permeable 
condition were more likely to deny gender discrimination than those in the impermeable 
condition, β = .09, p = .009, sr2 = .01. However, no other significant effects or interactions 
were observed, all βs ≤ .02, all ps ≥ .663, all sr2 ≤ .01. 
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Figure 3. Masculine self-description as a function of legitimacy and permeability. 
Discussion 
  The aim of Study 2 was to examine the interactive effect of ingroup identification, 
status legitimacy, and permeability on women’s Queen Bee responses. Consistent with H1 
(and with Study 1), higher identifiers were more willing to engage in a mentoring relationship 
with other women and were more inclined to respond to a sexist comment using collective 
enhancement strategies than lower identifiers. Consistent with Study 1, but contrary to our 
predictions, higher identifiers reported more masculine self-descriptions relative to lower 
identifiers. Once again, ingroup identification was unrelated to denial of gender 
discrimination; desire to use individual enhancement strategies in response to, or agreement 
with a sexist comment. 
  Contrary to H2, no effects of legitimacy were observed, further suggesting that 
legitimacy appraisals do not greatly impact Queen Bee behaviours. Consistent with H3, 
women were more likely to deny the existence of gender discrimination and agree with a 
sexist statement, and were less likely to confront a sexist statement using collective 
enhancement strategies when group boundaries were permeable (versus impermeable). Only 
one significant legitimacy x permeability interaction was observed on masculine self-
description. Follow up analyses revealed that, contrary to H4, participants reported more 
masculine self-descriptions when status differences were illegitimate and permeable (versus 
legitimate and permeable). Contrary to H5, no identification x legitimacy x permeability 
interactions were observed.  
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Illegitimate Legitimate
M
as
cu
li
n
e 
se
lf
-d
es
cr
ip
ti
o
n
Impermeable
Permeable
159 
 
 
General Discussion 
  The aim of this research was to determine if women’s ingroup identification interacts 
with facets of group status relations to influence their Queen Bee responses. Specifically, I 
tested whether illegitimate and unstable (Study 1) and illegitimate and impermeable (Study 2) 
status differences between men and women would reduce the Queen Bee responses engaged 
in by lower identifiers. Overall, I found limited support for this proposition. 
Ingroup Identification 
  In Studies 1 and 2, three significant main effects of ingroup identification were 
observed.  In line with H1, higher identifiers were more willing to engage in mentoring and 
respond to a sexist comment using collective enhancement strategies. These effects are 
consistent with previous findings demonstrating that higher gender identifying women are 
more motivated to improve outcomes and opportunities for their group (Derks, Ellemers et 
al., 2011; Derks, van Laar et al., 2011). Unexpectedly, ingroup identification was also 
associated with a masculine self-description, such that higher identifiers reported more 
masculine self-descriptions than lower identifiers. Prior research has demonstrated that, when 
under threat, lower gender-identifying women tend to provide more masculine self-
descriptions than higher gender-identifying women as a means of distancing themselves from 
a devalued social identity (Ellemers et al., 2004; Derks, van Laar et al., 2011; Derks, 
Ellemers et al., 2011). The inconsistent finding observed in the present studies may be 
because participants in both samples felt that the content of the ‘working woman identity’ 
included more agentic traits. Thus, more highly identified women may have felt that these 
characteristics were more self-descriptive than lower identifiers.  
  However, no effects of identification emerged in either study on denial of 
discrimination, use of individual enhancement strategies in response to a sexist comment, and 
agreement with a sexist comment. These null effects are surprising, as previous research has 
shown that lower gender identifying women are more inclined to engage in individual 
mobility strategies and deny the existence of gender discrimination in response to social 
identity threat (Derks, van Laar et al., 2011). The null findings observed in the present studies 
may be because, in contexts where gender bias is pervasive and overt, it is more difficult to 
deny the existence of discrimination or agree with sexist comments. Thus, higher and lower 
identifiers may have been similarly aware of the existence of gender bias in the hypothetical 
organisation in which they worked, but higher identifiers were more motivated to combat it 
and improve group standing. Overall, these findings confirm that ingroup identification does 
influence women’s Queen Bee responses, though not as consistently as expected. 
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Legitimacy and Stability 
  Consistent with H2, women were more likely to employ individual advancement 
strategies in response to a sexist comment when status differences were legitimate (versus 
illegitimate). However, this effect was not replicated in Study 2, and was the only significant 
main effect of legitimacy observed in either study. This suggests that, contrary to previous 
research, legitimacy appraisals do not greatly impact Queen Bee behaviours (Jetten et al., 
2011; Hersby et al., 2011). 
  In a similar vein, few significant effects of stability were observed, and the pattern of 
these effects was not as predicted. Contrary to H3, women were more likely to deny the 
existence of gender discrimination when status relations were unstable (versus stable). This 
was qualified by a significant legitimacy x stability interaction. However, analyses revealed 
that (contrary to H4) women were most likely to deny the existence of discrimination when 
status differences were unstable and illegitimate. This is inconsistent with findings that 
unstable and illegitimate status differences heighten group members’ awareness of 
discrimination (Major et al., 2002) and motivate collective action (Ellemers et al., 1990). 
However, these effects may not represent a desire to downplay the existence of sexism in this 
context. Instead, they may reflect participants’ awareness that status differences between men 
and women are undeserved, but this may change in the near future. Thus, their ratings do not 
reflect denial per se, but the perception that discrimination is less problematic and pervasive 
if the organisation is willing to address it. However, the lack of any other significant effects 
of stability indicates that the possibility of social change is not a key determinant of women’s 
Queen Bee behaviours. 
Legitimacy and Permeability 
  Consistent with H3, women were more likely to deny the existence of gender 
discrimination, to agree with a sexist statement, and to respond to a sexist comment using 
collective enhancement strategies when group boundaries were permeable (versus 
impermeable). This indicates that opportunities for individual advancement also play a role in 
women’s Queen Bee responses, further suggesting that these behaviours represent an 
individual mobility response to gender discrimination. This is also consistent with prior 
findings that permeable group boundaries reduce ingroup members’ inclination to engage in 
collective enhancement strategies (Sealy, 2010; Wright, 2001). 
  However, only one significant legitimacy x permeability interaction emerged. 
Contrary to H4, the pattern of simple slopes revealed that participants reported more 
masculine self-descriptions when status differences were illegitimate and permeable (versus 
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legitimate and permeable). This suggests that unfair status differences and opportunities for 
individual advancement alter women’s self-descriptions. However, this pattern of findings 
was not observed on any other variables, suggesting that it may be an artefact of the large 
number of analyses conducted to test the hypotheses. In lieu of other significant legitimacy x 
permeability interactions, the results suggest that these factors do not reliably interact to 
influence Queen Bee behaviours. 
The Interactive Effect of Identification and Group Status Relations 
  A significant identification x legitimacy x stability interaction emerged on agreement 
with a sexist comment in Study 1. Contrary to H5, lower identifiers’ agreement with a sexist 
comment was not influenced by legitimacy or stability appraisals. Instead, higher identifiers’ 
expressed greater agreement when status differences were illegitimate and unstable (versus 
illegitimate and stable). This is inconsistent with findings that higher identifiers demonstrate 
greater ingroup commitment and solidarity than lower identifiers (Ellemers, Spears, & 
Doosje, 1997) even when the group faces a bleak or unknown future (Doosje et al., 2002). 
However, as no other three-way interactions emerged between ingroup identification and 
facets of group status relations, these effects likely reflect a false positive and do not threaten 
the proposition that higher identifiers are more concerned with group welfare.  
  Overall, the results presented in this chapter suggest that facets of group status 
relations do not contextually alter lower identifiers’ Queen Bee behaviours. Instead, ingroup 
identification and permeable group boundaries independently influence women’s willingness 
to improve group status. In contrast, women’s choice of identity management strategy is 
largely unrelated to perceptions of legitimacy or stability. 
Theoretical and Practical Implications 
  Theoretically, our findings further suggest that the Queen Bee Synedrome functions 
primarily to improve women’s personal outcomes and maintain a positive identity in the face 
of identity threatening information. As the effects of permeability were not qualified by 
ingroup identification, this suggests that opportunities for individual advancement can 
override higher identifiers’ concerns for and commitment to their group.  
  However, the Queen Bee effect is largely unrelated to women’s internalization of 
negative beliefs about the worth of their gender, or the likelihood that gender parity will be 
achieved. Put another way, the Queen Bee effect does not reflect a desire to forgo positive 
self and group biases to validate existing social structures (Jost & Banaji, 1994), or an 
acceptance of current status relations and the mistreatment of women. Derks, van Laar, and 
Ellemers (2016) proposed that reducing women’s belief in the legitimacy of the gender-
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related status hierarchy would reduce their inclination to pursue individual mobility through 
Queen Bee responses, as they would be more aware of the structural disadvantage that 
women face and that their personal opportunities are limited by discrimination. Our results 
partially support this, insofar as women were more likely to engage in some collective 
enhancement strategies when group boundaries were impermeable (versus permeable). 
However, reducing women’s belief in the legitimacy of gender-related status differences 
overall did not consistently influence Queen Bee behaviours. Thus, enhancing women’s 
awareness of their structural disadvantage may not be an effective prejudice reduction 
strategy. Instead, finding strategies to reduce lower identifiers’ experience of social identity 
threat, and heighten women’s awareness of how gender discrimination impedes their 
individual (but not group) advancement might improve the quality of women’s intra-gender 
relationships in the workplace. 
  Reducing lower identifiers’ experience of social identity threat. At the individual 
level, lower identifiers’ social identity threat can be reduced by engaging in self-affirmation 
(i.e. asking people to focus on important aspects of their personal identity; Steele, 1988). 
Self-affirmations related to personal identity effectively reduce the negative effects of social 
identity threat on psychological well-being and performance among stigmatized groups, 
including racial minorities (Cohen, Garcia, Apfel, & Master, 2006), and women (Martens, 
Johns, Greenberg, & Schimel, 2006). Importantly, only lower gender identifying women reap 
the benefits of this coping strategy, as self-affirmation helps them to overcome the fear of 
being categorized in a negatively evaluated group and cope with the concerns about how this 
will affect their personal standing (Derks, Van Laar, & Ellemers, 2009). Helping lower 
identifiers engage in self-affirmation may involve teaching women self-affirmation exercises 
to cope with job stress; or teaching managers and supervisors to provide positive personal 
feedback to women to reduce their concerns that they are seen through the lens of a negative 
stereotype (Derks et al., 2016). 
  At the structural level, organisations can reduce lower identifiers’ experience of 
identity threat by combating common stereotypes that women are less effective in leadership 
roles than men. This could be partially achieved via affirmation training for supervisors and 
managers. The implementation of the training itself may signal an important cultural shift in 
an organisation that women are valuable assets to the workforce. Further, instructing 
supervisors (who are mostly male) to publicly praise female workers may help create norms 
regarding the positive treatment and appraisals of women in the workplace. 
  Enhancing women’s awareness of the negative individual consequences of gender 
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discrimination. As permeable (versus impermeable) group boundaries increase Queen Bee 
responses regardless of ingroup identification, this highlights the potential pitfalls of 
instituting gender quotas which place a small number of women in senior organisational 
positions. Contrary to expectations, women who achieve token status are less likely to 
improve opportunities for women in the workplace more generally (Duguid, 2011; Mavin, 
2008). Further, when it’s only possible for a small number of women to advance (i.e. when 
group boundaries are permeable) this implies that there are few places for ‘women at the top’. 
When resources or opportunities are scarce for a certain of group of individuals, competitive 
behaviours and interpersonal hostility increases (Hill, Rodeheffer, Griskevicius, Durante, & 
White, 2012) while altruistic behaviours decline (Holland, Silva, & Mace, 2012). 
  However, the finding that unstable status relations do not influence women’s 
engagement in collective enhancement strategies suggests that the promise of change for 
women as a group is not a necessary precondition for collective action. Perhaps, as Derks et 
al. (2016) suggest, change agents should emphasise how impermeable group boundaries and 
discrimination limit women’s personal opportunities for advancement, which might promote 
their engagement in collective enhancement strategies.  
Limitations and Directions for Future Research 
  Methodological limitations. The null effects of legitimacy and stability are 
surprising given that previous work has found that legitimacy (Jetten et al., 2011; Hersby et 
al., 2011) and stability (Hersby et al., 2009) influence women’s engagement in collective 
enhancement strategies. These unexpected null effects may have been at least partially due to 
our methodology. I elaborate on these issues below. 
  Hypothetical scenario. To test the causal relationship between group status relations 
and Queen Bee behaviours, it was necessary to use a hypothetical scenario to effectively 
elicit social identity threat, and manipulate the nature of status differences between men and 
women. However, participants were not truly immersed in the sociostructural context I tried 
to create, and their career progression and personal opportunities were not actually threatened 
in this context. Thus, this may have reduced the impact of the manipulations, as the stakes 
were not great enough to influence women’s attitudes and behaviour. Future research could 
adapt this procedure to create a more immersive paradigm. For example, female participants 
join an in-lab team exercise with a group of female and male confederates. The group is told 
that they have a chance to lead a team exercise if they perform well on a ‘management 
aptitude test’ (as used in Kaiser & Spalding, 2015). After completing the test, female 
participants are then told that neither they nor any other women will be promoted to team 
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leader, as their performance was significantly worse compared to the men’s (legitimate); or 
that no women will be promoted in spite of their equivalent performance (illegitimate). 
Participants are then lead to believe that these differences might change if the male leader 
does not direct the team effectively (unstable) or that the leadership decision will stay the 
same, regardless of the leader’s effectiveness (stable). 
  Pervasiveness and type of sexist attitudes. Our scenario and social identity threat 
elicitation procedure described a hostile sexist working environment in which gender 
discrimination was pervasive. I used this scenario because prior research has established that 
it is an effective threat elicitation procedure (Schmitt et al., 2003) which is a necessary 
condition for women to enact Queen Bee behaviours (Derks, van Laar et al., 2011; Derks, 
Ellemers et al., 2011). However, as hostile sexism and overt forms of prejudice motivate 
collective action (Becker & Wright, 2011) this may have trumped any effects of legitimacy 
and stability. This is supported by the fact that participants reported strong intentions to 
engage in a mentoring relationship with other women, and a moderate desire to confront a 
sexist comment using collective enhancement strategies (see Tables 1 and 2).  
  Further, previous studies examining the interactive effects of legitimacy and 
pervasiveness of discrimination found no differences in women’s willingness to engage in 
mentoring between the pervasive-legitimate and -illegitimate conditions (Hersby et al., 2011) 
suggesting that when discrimination is common it may negate the influence of legitimacy. 
This may occur because the experience of hostile and pervasive discrimination (regardless of 
its legitimacy) is so negative it motivates action to ameliorate its adverse consequences for 
the affected individual or group. To address this, future investigations should manipulate 
group status relations and the pervasiveness of discrimination to assess whether legitimacy 
and stability influence Queen Bee responses more when discrimination is perceived as rare. 
Future studies should also explore these processes in the context of benevolent prejudice, as 
benevolent sexism creates the perception of increasing group-based advantage, and offers a 
representation of the advantaged group as supportive and caring which can undermine 
engagement in collective action (Saguy, Tausch, Dovidio, & Pratto, 2009; Becker & Wright, 
2011).  
  Legitimacy manipulation. Alternatively, it may have been that our legitimacy 
manipulation was not strong enough to elicit differences in responses between the two 
conditions. Though perceptions of legitimacy were significantly higher in the legitimate 
condition compared to the illegitimate condition, participants scored below the mid-point of 
the scale on all items across both studies, indicating that overall perceptions of legitimacy 
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were reasonably low in both conditions. However, previous studies have reported successful 
and statistically significant legitimacy manipulations with mean group differences similar to 
(e.g. Jetten et al., 2011) or smaller than ours (e.g. Bettencourt & Bartholow, 1998) using 
smaller samples. Further, manipulating group status relations between pre-existing groups 
with a long history of conflict and discrimination is inherently more difficult than doing so 
with minimal groups (e.g. Ellemers et al., 1993), or naturalistic groups with a less volatile 
history (e.g. arts and science students; Hornsey, Spears, Cremers, & Hogg, 2003). Thus, our 
low mean scores are a likely by-product of the inter-group history between men and women, 
and the increasingly popular discourse surrounding the illegitimacy of overt gender 
discrimination. 
  However, an important methodological difference between our legitimacy 
manipulation and those used in previous work which may have influenced our results is who 
evaluates group boundaries as being (il)legitimate. I manipulated status legitimacy based on 
female employees’ objective performance relative to men’s. In prior studies that have 
reported significant effects of legitimacy, this has been manipulated by presenting 
participants with feedback from female employees who thought it was (un)fair that women 
were denied the same opportunities as men (Jetten et al., 2011; Hersby et al., 2011). In 
contrast, a field study examining the influence of sociostructural variables on women’s 
support for a women’s network found no effects of legitimacy (Hersby et al., 2009). This may 
have been because, similar to the manipulations used in our study, women’s perceptions of 
legitimacy were assessed using items which tapped participants’ perceptions of objective 
differences between men and women (e.g. Women have equal leadership opportunities 
compared to men). Thus, it may be that women’s legitimization of unequal status outcomes 
impacts women’s intra-gender hostility and solidarity behaviours, because women’s sexism is 
less likely to be perceived as prejudicial or problematic relative to men’s (Baron et al., 1991).  
  Stability manipulation. Although participants in the unstable condition were told that 
the status of female workers at RHG would soon improve, their desire to engage in collective 
enhancement may have been undermined by RHG’s decision to utilize an effective Equal 
Opportunities program. This may have given the impression that no effort was required to 
further improve women’s status, while reducing women’s experience of identity threat. Thus, 
women did not feel the need to engage in strategies to improve group or individual status to 
maintain a positive identity. In contrast, women in the stable condition may have been 
similarly inclined to engage in group enhancement as those in the unstable condition because 
they believed these strategies to be futile in light of enduring status differences between men 
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and women. This is supported by the fact that women in the unstable conditions were more 
likely to deny the existence of gender discrimination. That is, the promise of social change 
may have given the impression that gender discrimination was decreasing, as the organisation 
was motivated to address it. However, the enduring nature of status differences between men 
and women in the stable condition signalled that gender discrimination was still pervasive. 
This limitation could be addressed by using a stability manipulation which varies the 
effectiveness of collective enhancement strategies. Instead of only manipulating whether 
status difference will or will not change, participants are informed that status differences 
between men and women will not change in the future (stable) or that status differences can 
change, but only if individuals are willing to engage in collective action and other group 
enhancement strategies (unstable).  
 Motivations for Queen Bee behaviours. Future research should examine other 
motivations for engaging in Queen Bee behaviours. Recent research has found that senior 
women distance themselves from junior women (and not other senior women) because they 
perceived these women as not yet having made the personal sacrifices necessary to succeed in 
male-dominant organisations (e.g. sacrificing romantic relationships and children; Faniko, 
Ellemers, Derks, & Lorenzi-Cioldi, 2017). However, there may also be other reasons for 
women’s ingroup distancing. Mavin’s (2006) qualitative examination of solidarity behaviours 
among female senior managers demonstrated that although these women thought the current 
lack of women at the top was unacceptable, they wanted to be recognised for their individual 
talents and abilities and not viewed as representatives of all women. Their ‘meritocratic 
disassociation’ can be considered a subset of individual mobility in that these women were 
attempting to distance themselves from other members of their gender because they wish to 
be recognised for their merits, not because they disavow the importance of gender politics or 
the welfare of their group altogether. Investigating this would help to highlight that women 
are aware that their behaviour is often interpreted through the lens of their group membership 
and gender-stereotypes, and feel that these biases negate or minimise their personal successes 
and abilities. 
Conclusion 
  The studies reported here are the first to examine the interactive effect of ingroup 
identification and group status relations on the Queen Bee effect. The findings suggest that 
women’s ingroup identification and permeable group boundaries influence their engagement 
in collective or individual enhancement strategies, whereas the legitimacy and stability of 
group boundaries do not. This highlights the need to identify strategies to reduce lower 
167 
 
 
identifiers’ experience of social identity threat, and emphasise how gender discrimination 
personally affects women to reduce their Queen Bee behaviours. However, future research 
should improve the salience of the legitimacy and stability manipulations, and consider the 
potential moderating role of pervasiveness and type of sexist attitudes. Addressing these 
methodological issues may provide a better test of the relationship between sociostructural 
variables on the Queen Bee effect, and help to identify factors which improve women’s 
attitudes toward and treatment of other women.
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Chapter 7 
General Discussion 
  This program of research examined three related questions central to the advancement 
of theory and research on women’s intra-gender hostility: a) is intra-gender hostility a form of 
intra-group conflict unique to women?; b) do the unique identity pressures women face as a 
lower status group contribute to their intra-gender hostility?; and c) what contextual factors 
modify women’s intra-gender hostility? In this final chapter, I discuss the aims and findings 
of the studies presented in this thesis to answer these questions, and explain how they deepen 
our understanding of the nature, causes, and functions of women’s intra-gender hostility. I 
finish by outlining limitations and directions for future research. 
Intra-Gender Hostility is a Form of Intra-Group Conflict Among Men and Women 
 Previous research examining intra-gender hostility has predominantly focussed on the 
causes, correlates, and consequences of women’s intra-gender hostility. This has contributed 
to the perception that intra-gender hostility is a form of intra-group conflict that only women 
enact and encounter. However, men and women’s endorsement of negative ingroup attitudes 
has not, to date, been uniformly operationalized or systematically compared in a single 
analysis. Thus, it is unclear if women more commonly engage in intra-group conflict than 
men, or if biases about the nature of women and men’s conflict contribute to this perception 
(Sheppard & Aquino, 2013). Second, men and women’s intra-gender hostility have not been 
empirically differentiated from inter-gender hostility (hostile attitudes endorsed about the 
opposite sex). Therefore, it is unclear if the negative attitudes women and men endorse about 
members of their gender are distinct from general negative attitudes endorsed about men and 
women alike, and if intra-gender hostility is a distinct form of intra-group conflict. I 
addressed these issues in Chapter 3 by comparing men and women’s endorsement of negative 
attitudes about members of their gender (i.e., intra-gender hostility) and the factor structure of 
these attitudes. Analyses revealed that men and women reported similar levels of attitudinal 
intra-gender hostility, showing that this is not a unique form of intra-group conflict among 
women. Further, the factor structure of men and women’s intra- and inter-gender hostility 
were distinct. That is, participants endorsed specific negative attitudes toward members of the 
same and opposite gender, rather than general negative attitudes toward everyone regardless 
of gender. 
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Addressing Conceptualizations and Perceptions of Intra-Gender Hostility 
 These results are the first confirmation that intra-gender hostility is similarly endorsed 
by men and women, and functions as a form of intra-group conflict rather than an expression 
of general negativity. Sheppard and Aquino’s (2014) two-stage theory of women’s intra-
gender hostility in the workplace posits that women may enact and experience greater intra-
gender hostility because of the unique pressures and inequalities they face relative to men 
(perspective one); or that women’s intra-gender hostility is problematized more than men’s 
when it does occur, which may give the impression that it occurs more frequently and is more 
problematic when it does occur (perspective two). The findings reported in Chapter 3 provide 
preliminary support for perspective two, as intra-gender hostility is similarly endorsed by 
both men and women. This suggests that the greater cultural (Ringrose, 2006) and 
interpersonal concern (Sheppard & Aquino, 2013) expressed in regard to women’s intra-
gender hostility relative to men’s is somewhat unwarranted. 
  As intra-gender hostility has negative interpersonal and intergroup consequences for 
women (Cowan & Ullman, 2006; Cowan, 2000; Baron, Burgess, & Kao, 1991) and men 
(Reigeluth & Addis, 2016), the disproportionate focus on women’s intra-gender hostility 
perpetuates a sexist assumption. That is, that women’s conflict is dysfunctional, and, perhaps 
even more dangerously, that men’s conflict is normal or unproblematic. This suggests that 
addressing sexist perceptions of intra-gender hostility and conflict may be as important as 
addressing the conflict itself. Because higher status groups are motivated to justify their 
position in society (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999; Foels & Pappas, 2004), commonly endorsed 
perceptions of the prevalence and problematic nature of female hostility can contribute to 
legitimizing myths that women who express anger are crazy, overly emotional, and 
unreasonable (King, Ussher, & Perz, 2014; Thornton, 2013). Further, these myths operate to 
further justify why men are in charge – that is, because they work well together and are not 
prone to fighting with each other. Thus, both women’s intra-gender hostility and perceptions 
of its problematic nature (Sheppard & Aquino, 2013) may serve to reinforce gender 
inequality.  
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The Unique Identity Pressures Women Face as a Lower Status Group Contribute to 
Their Intra-Gender Hostility 
Correlational Evidence Among Men and Women 
  
  Previous research shows women’s intra-gender hostility to be associated with 
ideologies that reflect and possibly reinforce women’s disadvantage (Cowan, Neighbors, 
DeLaMoreaux, & Behnke, 1998; Cowan & Ullman, 2006). In contrast, less consideration has 
been given to the motivations underpinning men’s intra-gender hostility. Reflecting this, the 
multiple correlates of, and motivations underpinning intra-gender hostility among women and 
men have been examined separately. This makes it difficult to determine whether intra-
gender hostility has a unique psychological signature for women as compared to men. One 
possibility is that the factors related to women’s ingroup animosity are the same as those that 
are associated with men’s ingroup animosity. Alternatively, it is possible that women’s and 
men’s intra-gender hostility are uniquely related to their position within the gender-related 
status hierarchy; that is, that women’s intra-gender hostility comprises ideologies reflecting 
their lower status position within the gender-related status hierarchy, whereas men’s intra-
gender hostility reflects the unique identity pressures of a higher status group functioning to 
maintain the gender-related status hierarchy.  As men’s intra-gender hostility is considered a 
relatively normal or expected aspect of male social behaviour (Archer, 2009; McAndrew, 
2009), and is consequently seen as less problematic than female conflict (Sheppard & 
Aquino, 2013), it is potentially less likely to be viewed as harmful or noteworthy. However, it 
may still potentially reinforce gender inequality.  
  I first addressed these issues in Chapter 3 by examining the role of negative ingroup 
stereotyping in men and women’s intra-gender hostility. That is, whether men and women’s 
propensity to view all members of their gender as having similar negative characteristics was 
positively associated with attitudinal intra-gender hostility. Cowan and Ullman (2006) 
showed that women’s propensity to negatively stereotype other women predicted greater 
intra-gender hostility, explaining that women who endorse intra-gender hostility are inclined 
to see all women as similarly worthless and negative. 
  However, prior research has not considered the association between negative ingroup 
stereotyping and men’s intra-gender hostility. I expected that negative ingroup homogeneity 
would not underpin men’s intra-gender hostility, as negative stereotypes about men 
(portraying them as competitive and aggressive) are readily accepted, and imply that they are 
‘designed for dominance’ (Glick et al., 2004).  Further, women may be more inclined to 
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make negative generalisations about members of their gender than men, as lower status 
groups report relatively greater awareness of their group identity compared to higher status 
groups (Pratto & Stewart, 2012) and are stereotyped more than higher status groups (Cadinu, 
Latrofa, & Carnaghi, 2013).  
  Unexpectedly, the more men and women believed that negative feminine traits (e.g. 
nasty, fragile) were characteristic of their gender, the more they endorsed attitudinal intra-
gender hostility. I posited that this relationship may reflect men’s desire to punish gender 
atypical men who embody negative feminine traits which undermine men’s higher status; and 
women’s internalization of pervasive cultural stereotypes about the worth of feminine 
characteristics resulting in more negative ingroup evaluations (Cowan & Ullman, 2006). 
These preliminary findings suggest that men and women’s intra-gender hostility may have a 
status preserving function, and reflect the unique identity each gender faces. However, a 
broader examination was needed to determine if men and women’s intra-gender hostility are 
uniquely related to these different motivations. Specifically, a differential pattern of 
association among variables related to men and women’s acceptable roles, attitudes, and 
behaviours in society would provide more convincing evidence for the proposed status 
preserving function of intra-gender hostility, rather than the proposal that similar factors are 
associated but just for different reasons. 
  I addressed this shortcoming in Chapter 4 by analysing the pattern of association 
between a range of factors indicative of the unique identity pressures men and women face 
(i.e. sexual competitiveness regarding attractiveness and competence, collective self-esteem, 
sexist attitudes toward men and women, endorsement of feminist attitudes, and gender role 
orientation) and men and women’s endorsement of attitudinal intra-gender hostility.  
  The results indicated that men and women’s intra-gender hostility was associated with 
different factors, with these factors reflecting the unique identity pressures that each group 
faces. Specifically, women’s intra-gender hostility was positively associated with sexual 
competitiveness regarding attractiveness and hostile (but not benevolent) sexism; and 
negatively associated with private collective self-esteem. However, men’s intra-gender 
hostility was only positively associated with hostility (but not benevolently sexist attitudes) 
toward men. 
  Clearer evidence for the link between identity pressures and intra-gender 
hostility. Although the results reported in Chapter 3 confirm that women’s intra-gender 
hostility has been problematized more so than men’s, and provide preliminary evidence that 
intra-gender hostility reflects the unique identity pressures men and women face, the results 
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reported in Chapter 4 confirm that investigating the antecedents and consequences of intra-
gender hostility among women and men is an important avenue of inquiry. Examining the 
differential predictors of men and women’s intra-gender hostility in a single analysis provides 
more convincing evidence that women’s intra-gender hostility is related to a network of 
beliefs which reinforce women’s disadvantaged position. The factors uniquely associated 
with women’s intra-gender hostility reflected the pressures they face regarding physical 
attractiveness (Schlenker, Caron, & Halteman, 1998) and romantic relationships (DePaulo & 
Morris, 2006), perceptions of their membership in a devalued social group (Cowan & 
Ullman, 2006), and the internalisation of sexist attitudes which motivate them to maintain 
power differences between men and women (Glick & Fiske, 1996). Thus, the unique identity 
pressures women face as a lower status group play a role in maintaining intra-gender 
hostility, which may, in turn, serve to undermine the potential for solidarity and collective 
action (Kelly & Breinlinger, 1995). 
  In contrast, men’s intra-gender hostility was uniquely associated with sexist 
ideologies which portray their dominance as inevitable, enduring, and deserved (Glick et al., 
2004; Glick & Whitehead, 2010). Building on the findings reported in Chapter 3, this 
provides further evidence that men’s intra-gender hostility relates to ideologies which 
maintain gender inequality. The disproportionate popular and empirical focus on women’s 
intra-gender hostility has led to a lack of general awareness that both forms of intra-gender 
hostility potentially contribute to maintaining the gender-related status quo. This differential 
pattern of association indicates that intra-gender hostility is to some extent a function of inter-
group attitudes and the gendered context in which men and women live, and reinforce the 
importance of examining the cause and effects of both men and women’s intra-gender 
hostility. 
  Theoretical advance. As almost all prior investigations have examined the 
association between single predictors and intra gender hostility, the analyses reported in 
Chapter 4 help to unify diverse and disparate literatures which have proposed many causes 
and correlates of intra-gender hostility. Concurrently examining the explanatory power of 
these factors allowed a test of the unique effects of each, and a clarification of their relative 
strength and respective contribution to processes of intra-gender hostility for men and 
women. Although the results of Chapter 4 suggest that overall, the unique identity pressures 
each gender faces are related to their intra-gender hostility, when considered together specific 
concerns and pressures play a more pronounced role. 
  Relatedly, these concurrent analyses help to integrate several related constructs, which 
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to date have been examined independently and treated as distinct, which reflect different 
manifestations of intra-gender hostility, for example intrasexual competition (Buss, 1989); 
Hostility Toward Men/Women (Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995; Straus & Mouradian, 1999); 
the Queen Bee effect (Staines, Jayaratne, & Tavris, 1973); and negative evaluations of gender 
role atypical ingroup members (Abrams et al., 2000). Moving forward, this consolidation of 
prior work helps to better focus research into the nature, causes, and consequences of intra-
gender hostility. 
  Men’s intra-gender hostility as a barrier to gender equality. The results reported 
in Chapters 3 and 4 provide preliminary evidence to suggest that intra-gender hostility is 
similarly endorsed by both men and women, and may function in complementary ways to 
reinforce the gender-related status hierarchy. This highlights the importance of examining 
intra-group processes which reinforce status inequalities among both advantaged and 
disadvantaged groups. It has been previously established that one function of men’s intra-
gender hostility is enforcing masculine norms and policing gender appropriate behaviour 
(Reigeluth & Addis, 2016). More generally, men are penalized for enacting gender role 
incongruent behaviours, such as passiveness (Costrich, Feinstein, Kidder, Marecek, & 
Pascale, 1975), emotional self-disclosure (Derlega & Chaiken, 1976), and achieving success 
in feminine domains (Cherry & Deaux, 1978; Rudman & Fairchild, 2004). Even men who 
support gender equality without enacting specific feminine behaviours are evaluated as being 
more feminine, weak, and likely to be gay, compared with control male targets (Rudman, 
Mescher, & Moss-Racusin, 2013).  
  However, the backlash that gender atypical men experience may not only be a 
negative reaction to the perception that they possess qualities or attitudes that differ from the 
group prototype (Hutchison, Jetten, & Gutierrez, 2011). These negative reactions may also 
reflect a concern that their deviant behaviour may have consequences for the group’s 
standing. In support of this, Moss-Racusin, Phelan, and Rudman (2010) found that male and 
female participants disliked modest men more than modest women, and this effect was 
mediated by perceptions that they violated agentic qualities linked to men’s higher status (e.g. 
confidence, ambition). Thus, gender role atypical men can be penalized for engaging in 
behaviours which jeopardize men’s status and power. The results reported in Chapter 4 lend 
some support to this. Men’s intra-gender hostility was positively associated with hostility 
toward men, a sexist ideology which portrays men’s dominance as inevitable, enduring, and 
deserved (Glick et al., 2004; Glick & Whitehead, 2010). Although the relationship between 
hostility toward men and reactions to gender-role atypical men has received little empirical 
174 
 
 
attention, it may be that men’s intra-gender hostility is directed toward ingroup members 
who, by violating agentic stereotypes, destabilize the gender-related status hierarchy and 
men’s higher status. Thus, men’s intra-gender hostility may be a means of controlling deviant 
ingroup members who jeopardize the group standing.  
  To test this relationship more fully and better gauge the status-preserving function of 
men’s intra-gender hostility, future research could investigate how men react to gender role 
atypical ingroup members in the face of unstable or changing status differences between men 
and women. Prior research suggests that unstable (versus stable) status relations elicit social 
identity threat among members of higher status groups (Scheepers & Ellemers, 2005; 
Scheepers, 2008) including men (Scheepers, Ellemers, & Sintemaartensdijk, 2009) as people 
feel threatened when they believe that their group’s future status may fail to meet previous 
expectations (Folger, 1987). It may be that unstable status relations make men hyper-sensitive 
to norm violations within their ingroup (a process of social identity threat), and consequently 
they may be more likely to punish non-traditional men who are perceived to be destabilizing 
the status quo. More generally, there is evidence that ingroup deviants are punished when the 
group’s position is unstable or challenged. Marques, Abrams, and Serodio (2001) 
demonstrated that when there is uncertainty about the ingroup’s superiority relative to the 
outgroup, deviant ingroup members were derogated more when group image and standing 
were at stake. Thus, derogating and rejecting ingroup deviants among higher status groups 
allows group members to preserve the integrity of the group. 
  Although further experimental work is required to clarify this relationship among 
men, this avenue of inquiry may advance our understanding of the intra-group strategies men 
enact to guard against perceived threats to their relative social standing.  This is particularly 
important, given that research has largely focused on men’s sexual harassment (Begany & 
Milburn, 2002; Maass et al., 2003), aggression toward (Reidy, Sloan, & Zeichner, 2009), and 
negative evaluations of women who violate traditional gender roles (Glick et al., 1997; Sibley 
& Wilson, 2004). Thus, examining women and men’s intra-gender hostility will afford a 
better understanding of the ways in which gender inequality is simultaneously reinforced by 
both advantaged and disadvantaged groups. Such a line of inquiry would serve as a 
counterpoint to status-reinforcing stereotypic social attitudes about the relative severity of 
intra-gender hostility (i.e. men’s intra-gender hostility as less problematic than women’s; 
Sheppard & Aquino, 2013) and the prototypic perpetrators of sexism (i.e. women’s sexism 
towards their own group is perceived as less problematic than men’s; Baron et al., 1991).  
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Preliminary Evidence for the Role of Other Identity Pressures in Women’s Intra-
Gender Hostility 
  In the latter half of this thesis I investigated novel motivations for, and social 
psychological factors influencing, women’s intra-gender hostility. Although the results 
presented in Chapters 3 and 4 suggest that intra-gender hostility is also evident among men 
and potentially serves to reinforce gender inequality, women’s intra-gender hostility warrants 
further empirical. This is because women’s intra-gender hostility (possibly in conjunction 
with men’s) serves to reinforce their disadvantaged position while simultaneously reinforcing 
men’s higher status and privilege. Thus, the consequences of women’s ingroup animosity are 
greater for women as a group. This is not to say that intra-gender hostility does not have 
negative effects for men, as pressure to adhere to masculine norms damages men’s mental 
and physical health (Courtenay, 2000) and increases their propensity to enact physical harm 
via demands for aggression (Reidy, Shirk, Sloan, & Zeichner, 2009). However, the stakes are 
higher for women as a lower status group who are the targets of numerous negative 
stereotypes and beliefs which reinforce their lower status. Thus, intra-gender hostility among 
women is yet another way in which women’s lower status is insidiously justified and 
reinforced. 
  In Chapter 5, I built upon the results presented in Chapter 4 by examining how two 
specific identity pressures (internalization of sexist attitudes and collective threat) influence 
women’s perceptions and treatment of other women. Cohen and Garcia (2005) provided 
preliminary evidence for the role of collective threat in women’s intra-gender hostility, 
finding that women exposed to a female confederate who confirmed a negative (versus 
positive) stereotype about women’s mathematical ability reported lower self-esteem, sat 
further away from the confederate, and were less likely to imitate her behaviour. However, 
these responses may be qualified by ideological variables which influence the actors’ 
reactions toward certain women.  
  Women’s endorsement of hostile sexism (HS) predicts less favourable evaluations of 
non-traditional women who threaten men’s status (e.g. feminists, career women; Glick et al., 
1997; Masser & Abrams, 2004), while BS predicts less favourable evaluations of women 
who violate specific prescriptive elements of the traditional feminine stereotype (e.g. 
nurturing behaviour; Viki, Massey, & Masser, 2005). Further, when self-identified feminists 
experienced social identity threat they perceive an instance of gender discrimination as more 
prejudiced and demonstrate increased sympathy for the victim when she was portrayed as 
having feminist (versus conservative) views. This suggests that traditional and non-traditional 
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women can demonstrate conditional support for certain women based on the expressed 
ideological views of that woman, and find different gender roles and behaviours problematic 
and worthy of negativity. Thus, in the research reported in Chapter 5, I examined whether 
women who more or less strongly endorse HS and BS found different female subtypes 
collectively threatening, and therefore deserving targets of intra-gender hostility. In each 
study, women read one of six vignettes describing a social situation involving a traditional 
(incompetent, sexually conservative, emotionally dependent on men) or non-traditional 
female subtype (competent, sexually available, emotionally independent). Their intra-gender 
hostility was then assessed using a series of self-report items. 
  As expected, women who more strongly endorsed HS were more likely to show their 
personal disapproval of the non-traditional subtypes’ behaviour, share their disapproval with 
other women, and report more hostile attitudes toward the target (Study 1). They also 
reported lower levels of compassion toward the non-traditional subtypes when harassed by a 
male friend (Study 2). Interestingly, there was no differentiation between the non-traditional 
subtypes in terms of hostility. That is, women who more strongly endorsed HS were similarly 
hostile toward the competent, sexually available, and emotionally independent female targets 
relative to women who less strongly endorsed HS. The effects found in Study 1 were 
mediated by collective threat. Specifically, HS was positively associated with collective 
threat when women were exposed to the non-traditional targets, which predicted greater intra-
gender hostility. Unexpectedly, none of the effects observed in Study 2 were explained by 
collective threat.  
  As expected, stronger endorsement of BS was positively associated with a greater 
willingness to share disapproval of the sexually available target with men and women (Study 
1), less compassion toward the sexually available target when she was harassed by a male 
friend, and greater perceptions of fairness when the non-traditional targets were harassed by a 
male friend (Study 2). Unexpectedly, none of the relationships observed between BS and the 
indicators of intra-gender hostility were explained by collective threat in either study. Further, 
contrary to expectations, women who less strongly endorsed HS and BS were not more 
hostile toward the traditional subtypes in either study. 
  Preliminary evidence for the influence of other identity pressures. In conjunction 
with Chapter 4, the results reported in Chapter 5 further confirm that women’s intra-gender 
hostility helps to maintain the gender-related status hierarchy. These results also replicate 
prior work that women’s endorsement of HS and, to a lesser extent, BS is associated with 
more negative evaluations of non-traditional women. Specifically, women’s endorsement of 
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HS is associated with more negative evaluations of non-traditional women who potentially 
threaten men’s status (e.g. feminists, career women; Glick et al., 1997; Masser & Abrams, 
2004), and their endorsement of BS is associated with less favourable evaluations of women 
who violate specific prescriptive elements of traditional feminine stereotypes (Viki et al., 
2005). This is congruent with broader findings that ingroup deviants are derogated when they 
violate prescriptive norms (Marques, Abrams, Paez, & Taboada, 1998), undermine key 
intergroup differences (Jetten, Spears, & Postmes, 2004), or dimensions of intergroup 
comparison that are directly relevant to ingroup identity (Abrams, Rutland, Ferrell, & 
Pelletier, 2008). Thus, intra-gender hostility is activated as a function of whether ingroup 
members validate or undermine prescriptive and descriptive ingroup norms (Frings, Hurst, 
Cleveland, Blascovich, & Abrams, 2012) related to gender appropriate behaviour. 
  The present findings are also consistent with the tenets of System Justification 
Theory, which proposes that people are motivated to justify existing social structures and the 
status quo, even if the system may disadvantage certain individuals and groups (Jost & 
Banaji, 1994). Often the need to imbue the status quo with legitimacy and see it as fair and 
natural overrides the need to develop and maintain a favourable self and group image. 
Importantly for the present context, this motive has been found to be partially responsible for 
the internalization of prejudice and feelings of inferiority among lower status groups (Jost, 
Banaji, & Nosek, 2004). Specific to gender, Ambivalent Sexism Theory posits that HS and 
BS form an integrated ideological system that justifies and maintains men’s greater status and 
power in society by emphasizing positive (BS) and negative (HS) evaluations of women, 
depending on their social role (Glick & Fiske, 1996). Activating benevolent or 
complementary (i.e. benevolent and hostile) gender stereotypes increases support for the 
status quo among men and women (Jost & Kay, 2005), suggesting that these stereotypes 
contribute to an image of society in which everyone benefits through a seemingly balanced 
dispersion of benefits (even though women receive less status relevant benefits than men). 
  Relating this to the present thesis, the results reported in Chapters 4 and 5 confirm that 
women’s motivation for endorsing or engaging in intra-gender hostility partly reflects their 
internalization of patriarchal biases about their own group. Higher HS and BS women’s 
negative treatment of non-traditional women (Chapter 5), and the positive association 
between HS and women’s attitudinal intra-gender hostility (Chapter 4) suggests that intra-
gender hostility functions to punish non-traditional women, and facilitate justifying unequal 
status outcomes between men and women. 
  However, the finding in Chapter 5 that collective threat partly mediated the 
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relationship between higher HS and women’s expression of intra-gender hostility suggests 
that in some instances, women’s intra-gender hostility reflects another unique identity 
pressure they face as a lower status group: the concern that the negative behaviour of an 
ingroup member will be generalised into a negative judgement of the whole group. 
Implicating the role of collective threat in the occurrence of women’s intra-gender hostility 
indicates that negative evaluations of, and feelings toward, non-traditional women by those 
who more strongly endorse hostile sexist attitudes towards women are not only due to gender 
role atypical behaviour. Rather, it is the belief that these women are drawing the value of 
their gender into question as it relates to those women’s beliefs about (other) women’s 
appropriate roles and behaviour. 
  However, the lack of indirect effects observed between hostile sexism and reactions 
towards a woman who is harassed by a male friend (Study 2) suggests that other contextual 
factors may also influence women’s motivations for engaging in intra-gender hostility. In this 
context, it may have been that the presence of a hostile outgroup member served to recast the 
ingroup member as the victim, rather than the source, of threat. That is, in this context, 
women may have experienced greater threat from the aggressive man, and were therefore less 
sensitive to the subtler threat stemming from the traditional or non-traditional woman’s 
behaviour. Thus, collective threat may not underpin intra-gender hostility in contexts where 
women face overt discrimination or harassment by outgroup members, even if the harassment 
is linked to earlier behaviours which potentially draw the worth of the group into question. 
Alternatively, in this scenario where the male criticized the target without making any 
consequent generalizations about women (i.e. he criticized her individual actions without 
connecting her behaviour to her gender identity or how other women do or should behave) 
this may have ameliorated other women’s concerns that negative judgements would be 
generalised to other ingroup members. Further, the lack of indirect effects of collective threat 
for BS across both studies may reflect the primary focus of BS in penalising women who 
violate prescriptive feminine stereotypes. In contrast, HS is an adversarial ideology directed 
toward women who destabilize the gender-related status hierarchy. Thus, because HS is 
concerned with maintaining the intergroup context between men and women, it can be 
argued, that higher HS women are more concerned with how non-traditional women’s 
behaviour may tarnish the reputation of women as a group and influence men’s perceptions 
of their gender.  
  The lack of intra-gender hostility from women who less strongly endorsed HS and BS 
was surprising, as prior research suggests that that self-identified feminists who experience 
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social identity threat are less sympathetic toward conservative (versus feminist) women who 
were the targets of discrimination. This inconsistency in results may be due to differences in 
methodology. Cichocka and colleagues explicitly manipulated social identity threat by asking 
participants to read excerpts of internet forum discussions where women openly derogated 
and rejected feminism. In our studies, the traditional subtypes provided no personal 
evaluations of feminism or explicitly mentioned their beliefs about gender equality. Rather, 
participants were left to infer the target’s beliefs and group membership based solely on their 
behaviour in the vignette. In contrast to those higher in HS, and in some instances those 
higher in BS, our findings suggest that women who less strongly endorse HS and BS are less 
inclined to enact intra-gender hostility when women engage in traditional behaviours without 
any explicit statement of their ideological beliefs. This suggests that intra-gender hostility 
reinforces the gender-related status quo by bringing non-traditional women back to the norm, 
rather than encouraging traditional women to subvert prescriptive gender roles. 
  Novel operationalisations of intra-gender hostility. Although the role of collective 
threat in judgements of those higher in HS was inconsistent across Studies 1 and 2, the 
findings of prior research regarding women’s greater endorsement of sexist attitudes and 
expressions of intra-gender hostility were replicated (Glick et al., 1997; Masser & Abrams, 
2004; Becker, 2010, Viki et al., 2005). Further, the results of the studies reported in Chapter 5 
extend these findings by providing stronger evidence that women’s sexist treatment of non-
traditional subtypes can serve to reinforce the gender-related status hierarchy. Prior work 
examining women’s sexism and subtyping has operationalized hostility in terms of their 
positive and negative emotions toward traditional and non-traditional subtypes, the degree to 
which women felt that these subtypes ‘generally facilitate or block values, traditions, and 
beliefs you uphold’ (Glick et al., 1997), hostile or benevolently sexist attitudes about the 
target (Becker, 2010), and the extent to which they displayed more hostile (e.g. rudeness, 
pursed lips) and benevolent manifestations of prejudice (e.g. being overly helpful, offering 
diminutive references such as ‘honey’ and ‘sweetie’; Hebl, King, Glick, Singletary, & 
Kazama, 2007). However, there has been less consideration as to whether women’s 
endorsement of HS and BS influence women’s propensity to support or disparage non-
traditional subtypes in specific ways which may reinforce the gender-related status hierarchy, 
 Masser and Abrams (2004) made headway in addressing this issue by examining 
decision making processes (i.e. how suitable participants felt a woman was for a masculine 
job [manager] and the likelihood that they would hire her) and demonstrating that men and 
women’s endorsement of HS can obstruct women from entering leadership roles. The novel 
180 
 
 
operationalisations of intra-gender hostility used in Chapter 5 build upon this by providing 
clearer evidence that women’s endorsement of HS and BS can reinforce restrictive gender 
roles for women outside the workplace. The measures used in Study 1 suggest that high HS 
and, to a lesser extent, BS women could directly reinforce traditional standards of behaviour 
for women in three ways: 1) policing and shaping non-traditional women’s behaviour by 
sharing their disapproval with the target; 2) communicating ingroup norms to other women 
regarding acceptable standards of behaviour; and 3) conveying norms to men about how non-
traditional women ought to be treated. As criticisms of women by women are perceived as 
more credible than men’s criticisms of women (Sutton, Elder, & Douglas, 2006) and are less 
likely to be identified as gender biased (Baron et al., 1991), women’s criticisms in this 
context may reinforce men’s belief in the legitimacy of the gender-related status hierarchy 
and their harassment of women who subvert their status or fail to uphold prescriptive 
feminine stereotypes (Maas et al., 2003; Begany & Milburn, 2002; Reidy et al., 2009).  
  This process is reinforced by the findings in Study 2 that higher HS and BS women 
indirectly reinforce men’s harassment and negative treatment of non-traditional women. 
Higher HS women’s lower levels of sympathy toward the non-traditional targets may also 
reinforce gender inequality, as sympathy predicts greater intentions to assist others in need 
(Weiner, 1980; Eisenberg, Fabes, Miller, Fultz, Shell, Mathy, & Rino, 1989). Thus, women 
who more strongly endorse HS may be less inclined to defend or help a non-traditional 
woman who is the target of discrimination and harassment.  In doing so, this may implicitly 
legitimise that woman’s mistreatment and consequently reinforce the gender-related status 
hierarchy. 
  Intra-gender hostility toward novel subtypes. A second extension of the sexism-
subtyping relationship explored in this thesis is the examination of women’s intra-gender 
hostility toward subtypes related to competence, sexuality, and emotional dependence on 
men. Prior research has assessed women’s sexist reactions and intra-gender hostility toward 
various prototypes of traditional and non-traditional women. Traditional targets have been 
predominantly operationalised as homemakers (Glick et al., 1997; Becker, 2010). Non-
traditional targets have mostly been operationalised in terms of competence and leadership, 
including career women, female managerial candidates, and women applying for a masculine 
(versus feminine) job (Glick et al., 1997; Becker, 2010; Masser & Abrams, 2004; Hebl et al., 
2007). However, less consideration has been given to stereotypes related to sexuality, and 
women’s emotional dependence on men. Examining these stereotypes is important because 
they tap a broader constellation of prescriptive beliefs about women’s appropriate roles and 
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behaviours. 
  Although the effects observed in Chapter 5 were not consistently mediated by 
collective threat, women higher in HS were more hostile toward each the non-traditional 
subtypes. This suggests that higher HS women’s intra-gender hostility may reinforce multiple 
sexist biases against women. Intra-gender hostility toward competent women may legitimise 
backlash against female agency and leadership (Rudman & Glick, 2001; Rudman & Phelan, 
2008; Phelan, Moss-Racusin, & Rudman, 2008). Outside of the workplace, women’s intra-
gender hostility may perpetuate the sexual double standard, legitimise backlash against self-
sexualising women (Zaikman & Marks, 2014; Glick, Larsen, Johnson, & Branstiter, 2005), 
and reinforce romantic ideologies which encourage women to depend on men for economic 
and social support (Rudman & Heppen, 2003). In contrast, women who more strongly 
endorsed BS were only more hostile toward the sexually available target, suggesting that their 
intra-gender hostility may only reinforce biases women face about their sexuality and sexual 
expression.  
  However, the differences in responding between higher HS and BS women suggests 
that different subtypes received negative attention for different reasons. BS is concerned with 
punishing women who violate traditional feminine stereotypes (Abrams, Viki, Masser, & 
Bohner, 2003; Glick & Fiske, 1996; Viki et al., 2003), while HS is concerned with punishing 
women who jeopardize men’s higher status (Masser & Abrams, 2004). Thus, in the present 
context, higher HS women may have reacted negatively toward the competent, sexually 
available, and emotionally independent subtypes because they were each perceived as 
threatening men’s status. Specifically, competent women may have been seen to threaten 
men’s status because they disconfirm negative stereotypes about women’s abilities that are 
used to justify men’s higher status (Glick & Fiske, 1996). Sexually available women may 
have been seen to threaten men’s status because they are perceived as trying to control and 
dominate men via their sexuality (Glick & Fiske, 1996). Finally, emotionally independent 
women may have been seen to threaten men’s status because they challenge paternalistic 
beliefs that women are not fully competent adults, and are in need of a male partner who 
wields greater authority in their relationship (Glick & Fiske, 1996; Peplau, 1983). 
Ingroup Identification and Permeable Group Boundaries Influence Women’s Intra-
Gender Hostility 
  Having established the construct validity of women’s intra-gender hostility, and 
explored the unique identity pressures which contribute to it, the last chapter of this thesis 
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explored the social psychological variables which contextually activate and attenuate 
women’s intra-gender hostility. Prior investigations show that the Queen Bee effect – the 
tendency for senior women in male dominated organisations to treat their subordinate female 
workers in a harsher fashion than their subordinate male workers – is an individual mobility 
response to social identity threat. Importantly, women’s degree of identification with their 
gender moderates this effect, such that lower identifiers are more likely to demonstrate Queen 
Bee responses if they have experienced greater gender discrimination (Derks, Ellemers, van 
Laar, & de Groot, 2011) or are primed to recall these past experiences (Derks, van Laar, 
Ellemers, & de Groot, 2011). In contrast, high identifiers are more motivated to improve 
workplace opportunities for other women regardless of their prior experiences with gender 
discrimination.  
  However, SIT posits that disadvantaged groups’ reactions to social identity threat are 
also influenced by their perceptions of three sociostructural variables: the extent to which 
status differences are legitimate, stable, and permeable (Ellemers, 1993; Ellemers, Wilke, & 
van Knippenberg, 1993). Furthermore, these factors are presumed to interact with ingroup 
identification to improve lower identifiers’ support for their group under certain 
circumstances (Doosje, Ellemers, & Spears, 2002). In the research reported in Chapter 6, I 
examined whether the impact of status legitimacy and stability (Study 1), and legitimacy and 
permeability (Study 2) were moderated by women’s ingroup identification to influence their 
Queen Bee responses, such that lower identifiers’ would react to social identity threat using 
collective (rather than individual) enhancement strategies in a hypothetical organization in 
which they worked.  
  Results provided limited support for these proposed relationships. Overall, women’s 
degree of ingroup identification was the most consistent predictor of intra-gender hostility. 
Across both studies, higher identifiers responded to social identity threat using collective 
enhancement strategies, while lower identifiers responded using individual enhancement 
strategies. Some effects of permeability were observed, such that women were more likely to 
deny the existence of gender discrimination and agree with a sexist statement, and were less 
likely to respond to a sexist comment using collective enhancement strategies when group 
boundaries were permeable (versus impermeable). However, these effects were not 
moderated by ingroup identification.  
Conceptualisations of the Queen Bee Effect (and Intra-Gender Hostility) 
  These results provide further support for the proposition that the Queen Bee effect is 
an individual mobility response to gender discrimination. Furthermore, they provide 
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preliminary evidence to suggest that women’s choice of identity management strategy is 
largely influenced by the extent to which they identify with and feel a sense of connection to 
other women, and are able to improve their personal status. In contrast, the legitimacy or 
stability of status differences between men and women does not appear to influence women’s 
engagement in collective or individual enhancement strategies. There is evidence from other 
intergroup contexts that legitimacy and stability do not always play a role in identity 
management choice. Niens and Cairns (2002) investigated the independent effects of ingroup 
identification, status legitimacy, and stability on choice of identity management strategies 
during the ‘Troubles’ in Northern Ireland in the late 1990s. Although ingroup identification 
and legitimacy predicted participants’ engagement in individual and collective enhancement 
strategies, stability was unrelated to both. Similarly, Kessler and Mummendey’s (2002) 
longitudinal field study in East and West Germany revealed that collective enhancement 
strategies (i.e. social competition and realistic competition) were unrelated to stability 
appraisals, and inconsistently associated with legitimacy. Further, individual mobility was 
only associated with stability. Thus, the legitimacy and stability of status differences between 
advantaged and disadvantaged groups may not have consistent or pronounced effects in 
particular contexts and for certain groups.  
  However, the findings reported in Chapter 6 warrant replication before these 
conclusions can be drawn, particularly because past research has found that legitimacy 
(Jetten, Schmitt, Branscombe, Garza, & Mewse, 2011; Hersby, Jetten, Ryan, & Schmitt, 
2011) and stability (Hersby, Ryan, & Jetten, 2009) influence women’s engagement in 
collective enhancement strategies. The inconsistencies in results observed between the 
current and prior analyses may be partly due to methodology. Our scenario and social identity 
threat elicitation procedure described a hostile sexist working environment in which gender 
discrimination was pervasive. Although prior research has established this scenario is an 
effective social identity threat elicitation procedure (Schmitt et al., 2003), expressions of 
hostile sexism and overt forms of prejudice motivate collective action (Becker & Wright, 
2011), and this may have superseded any effects of legitimacy and stability. This possibility 
is supported by participants reporting strong intentions to engage in a mentoring relationship 
with other women, and a moderate desire to confront a sexist comment using collective 
enhancement strategies. Further, previous studies examining the interactive effects of 
legitimacy and pervasiveness of discrimination have reported no differences in women’s 
willingness to engage in mentoring between the pervasive-legitimate and -illegitimate 
conditions (Hersby et al., 2011) suggesting that when discrimination is common it may 
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negate the influence of legitimacy. This may be because the experience of hostile and 
pervasive discrimination (regardless of its legitimacy or the likelihood of social change) is so 
negative it motivates action to ameliorate its adverse consequences for the affected individual 
or group. 
  Further, differences between our manipulations and those used in past research may 
also explain the observed null effects. The manipulations used in Chapter 6 conveyed that 
status differences between men and women were (il)legitimate based on objective differences 
between male and female employees’ performance. However, other studies examining the 
influence of legitimacy appraisals on women’s use of collective enhancement strategies have 
manipulated legitimacy by presenting participants with feedback from female employees who 
thought it was fair or unfair that women were denied the same opportunities as men (Jetten et 
al., 2011; Hersby et al., 2011). In both studies, where feedback from other women was used, 
significant effects of legitimacy were observed. However, in a field study examining the 
influence of sociostructural variables on women’s support for a women’s network, no effects 
of legitimacy were recorded (Hersby et al., 2009). This may have been because, similar to the 
manipulations used in Chapter 5, women’s perceptions of legitimacy were assessed using 
items which tapped participants’ perceptions of objective differences between men and 
women (e.g. Women have equal leadership opportunities compared to men). Thus, it may be 
that women’s legitimization of unequal status outcomes impacts women’s intra-gender 
hostility and solidarity behaviours, because women’s sexism is less likely to be perceived as 
prejudicial or problematic relative to men’s (Baron et al., 1991).  
  Similarly, the nature of the stability manipulation may also explain the null effects. 
Although participants in the unstable condition were told that the status of female workers 
would soon improve, their desire to engage in collective enhancement may have been 
undermined by the organisation’s decision to utilize an effective Equal Opportunities 
program. This may have given the impression that no individual effort was required to further 
improve women’s status, while reducing women’s experience of identity threat. Thus, in the 
scenario presented, women did not feel the need to engage in strategies to improve group or 
individual status to maintain a positive identity. In contrast, women in the stable condition 
may have been similarly inclined to engage in group enhancement as those in the unstable 
condition because they believed these strategies to be futile in light of enduring status 
differences between men and women. 
Considerations for Social Identity Theory 
  Addressing the above methodological issues will help clarify the relationship between 
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sociostructural variables, ingroup identification, and women’s choice of identity management 
strategies in the face of social identity threat. However, they also raise broader conceptual 
issues about the nature of gender-based prejudice which may moderate some of the 
traditional SIT effects regarding the role of sociostructural variables and identity management 
strategies. In his review of SIT, Brown (2000) highlighted the need for social identity 
theorists to recognize the diversity of groups that can serve as the basis of people’s social 
identities, and consider how the intergroup context in which groups are imbedded might 
moderate some of its core predictions as to when group members will challenge or accept 
inequality. Below, I discuss two factors that may have influenced the results reported in 
Chapter 6, and may be important avenues for future investigations: (1) the type of sexist 
attitudes women are exposed to (i.e. HS or BS) and (2) who considers status differences as 
legitimate and stable (i.e. ingroup or outgroup members). 
  Types of sexist attitudes. The potential shortcomings of the social identity threat 
elicitation procedure highlight how the unique and sometimes polarizing nature of sexist 
attitudes can influence women’s responses to discrimination. Prejudice encompasses both 
positive and negative attitudes toward disadvantaged groups. Attitudes toward African 
Americans (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986; Katz, Wackenhut, & Hass, 1986), Native peoples in 
Canada (Bell, Esses, & Maio, 1996; Bell & Esses, 1997; Werhun & Penner, 2010), and older 
adults (Cary, Chasteen, & Remedios, 2017) comprise both overt negative attitudes and 
stereotypes, and subjectively positive beliefs which reflect sympathetic and patronizing 
attitudes toward the group. Similarly, sexism encompasses both positive (BS) and negative 
(HS) attitudes. While HS fits Allport’s (1954) classic definition of prejudice as ‘antipathy 
based upon faulty or inflexible generalization’ (p.9), BS reflects subjectively positive 
attitudes toward women which restrict them to traditional roles and behaviours (Glick & 
Fiske, 1996). As a result, HS and BS are perceived differently, and influence women’s 
behaviour in different ways. HS and blatant forms of prejudice are increasingly seen as 
inappropriate (Swim, Aikin, Hall, & Hunter, 1995; Tougas, Brown, Beaton, & Joly, 1995), 
and exposure to this form of discrimination motivates collective action among women 
(Becker & Wright, 2011). Comparatively, BS is far less likely to be seen as prejudicial or 
problematic because of its subjectively positive tone (Riemer, Chaudoir, & Earnshaw, 2014). 
In fact, exposure to BS decreases collective action intentions among women (Becker & 
Wright, 2011) despite its negative effect on women’s cognitive performance (Dardenne, 
Dumont, & Bollier, 2007), and endorsement of BS reduces people’s perceptions of women’s 
competence and hireability (Becker, Glick, Ilic, & Bohner, 2011; Good & Rudman, 2010). 
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Thus, the type of prejudice or discrimination women face may alter their reactions to social 
identity threat, and the extent to which this is moderated by sociostructural variables. For 
example, because HS is increasingly seen as inappropriate, it may motivate action to 
ameliorate its adverse consequences for the affected individual or group regardless of its 
legitimacy or the likelihood that these attitudes will change in the future. In contrast, BS often 
goes undetected because of its positive connotations, thus, it may be easier to influence 
women’s perceptions of legitimacy when exposed to this form of prejudice. 
  Ingroup or outgroup perpetrators of prejudice. As discussed previously, the 
legitimacy and stability manipulations used in Chapter 6 were based on objective differences 
between male and female employees, and the organisation’s desire to effectively address 
discrimination. However, differences in our results and those obtained in prior research may 
be due to the fact that our manipulations described objective differences in capability 
between men and women, while prior research has used feedback from female employees 
who thought it was fair or unfair that women were denied the same opportunities as men 
(Jetten et al., 2011; Hersby et al., 2011). Though speculative, it may be that the source of 
legitimacy, stability, and permeability appraisals influences their impact on identity 
management strategies. This is consistent with evidence that the perception and detection of 
prejudice is not only influenced by the type of prejudicial remark (i.e. hostile or benevolent), 
but also by the group membership of the commenter.  
  Marti, Bobier, and Baron (2000) suggest that an interaction between a perpetrator and 
target of prejudice is more likely to be viewed as prejudicial when the actions or comments 
are congruent with prototypical expectations based on group membership. That is, when a 
person with more power (i.e. men, White people) acts negatively toward a person or group 
with comparatively less power (i.e. women, People of Colour; Rodin, Price, Bryson, & 
Sanchez, 1990). This is supported by findings that racist and sexist comments are considered 
more offensive when the commenter is a prototypical perpetrator (Cunningham, Ferreira, & 
Fink, 2009). In contrast, sexist comments made by a non-prototypical (female) perpetrator are 
less likely to be labelled as discriminatory or problematic (Baron et al., 1991).  
  Conversely, perhaps men’s acknowledgement of illegitimate status differences 
between the genders and their desire to work with women to change these inequalities may 
provide women with a greater impetus to engage in collective enhancement strategies. This 
may be because men who confront instances of sexism against women incur fewer costs than 
do women who do the same (Eliezer & Major, 2012). Further, research on advantaged groups 
who oppose prejudice (e.g. Whites who oppose racism) indicates that advantaged group 
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members’ confrontations are viewed as more appropriate condemnations of prejudice 
compared to the same actions taken by members of the target group (Czopp, Monteith, & 
Mark, 2006; Rasinski & Czopp, 2010). Thus, women’s reactions to the source who deems 
status differences are legitimate, stable, and permeable may be influenced by the prototypes 
they hold regarding who the perpetrators of prejudice are. 
Summary of Thesis Contributions 
  In summary, the present thesis advances of our understanding of women’s intra-
gender hostility in a number of ways. I have presented substantial evidence that intra-gender 
hostility is a form of intra-group conflict among both men and women (Chapter 3) which 
serves to reinforce the gender-related status hierarchy (Chapter 4) and specific prejudices that 
women face in domains related to competence, sexuality, and emotional dependence on men 
(Chapter 5). I have also provided preliminary evidence to suggest that women’s intra-gender 
hostility can represent multiple motivations, including status maintenance (Chapters 4 and 5) 
and individual mobility (Chapter 6). The results presented in Chapter 6 also raise some 
interesting avenues for future research regarding the type of sexist attitude and the 
prototypicality of prejudicial expression which may further our understanding of the factors 
which influence women’s intra-group responses to gender discrimination. 
Limitations 
Adopting an Intersectional Feminist Lens 
 A key conceptual limitation of the present thesis is a reliance on predominantly White 
and educated samples of women. Women are not a homogenous group and there are 
numerous sub-groups of women who each face unique identity pressures. Thus, caution 
should be exercised in making broad conclusions about the prevalence, nature, and 
motivations for intra-gender hostility. The body of research presented in this thesis might be 
advanced by adopting an intersectional feminist lens. Intersectionality refers to the 
interconnected nature of social identities (e.g. gender, race, social class, ethnicity, sexual 
orientation) which intersect to create interdependent systems of discrimination and 
disadvantage for people who belong to these groups (Collins, 2015). Intersectionality holds 
that traditional conceptualisations of oppression and discrimination (e.g. sexism, racism, 
classism, homophobia) do not act independently of each other, but instead overlap to create 
unique systems of oppression which reflect multiple forms of discrimination.  
  Intersectionality has made a significant contribution to our understanding of gender 
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(McCall, 2005), as this perspective challenges assumptions about the ‘homogeneity of 
gender’ (Shields, 2008) and reveals that multiple social identities profoundly influence 
women’s beliefs about and experience of gender. In support of this, Settles (2006) found that 
the intersecting ‘black-woman identity’ was more important to African American woman 
than the individual identities of woman and black person. This suggests that their 
intersectional identity is more representative of how African American women see 
themselves and make sense of their experiences. Indeed, this intersectional identity produces 
unique forms of discrimination for African American women. Sesko and Biernat (2010) 
found that photos of African American women were least likely to be recognised (Study 1), 
and statements made by African American women in a group discussion were least likely to 
be correctly attributed to the source (Study 2) compared to African American men, and White 
men and women. This suggests that the intersection of race and gender results in African 
American women’s greater invisibility, and contributes to unique forms of oppression and 
erasure that White women do not experience.  
  Relating intersectionality to the research presented in this thesis, it may be that 
minority women’s motivations for engaging in ‘intra-gender hostility’ are more complicated 
than the processes documented here, as their behaviour is influenced by multiple identity 
pressures. For example, minority women may internalize specific negative attitudes about 
their groups (e.g. internalized homophobia or racism) and experience unique identity 
pressures related to their ethnic and/or sexual identities (e.g. minority stress) which influence 
their attitudes about other women. There is evidence that these pressures negatively affect 
minority women. Lesbian and bisexual women’s internalization of homophobia and recent 
experiences of discrimination are associated with lower relationship quality, greater domestic 
violence perpetration and victimization (Balsam & Syzmanski, 2005), and poorer mental 
health and greater substance use (Lehavot & Simoni, 2011), suggesting that the specific 
stressors of living as a sexual minority women influences their romantic functioning and 
general wellbeing. Similarly, among African Americans, perceived ingroup prejudice and 
discrimination is positively associated with psychological distress (Ashburn-Nardo, Monteith, 
Arthur, & Bain, 2007), depressive symptoms (Banks, Kohn-Wood, & Spencer, 2006; Bank & 
Kohn-Wood, 2007), and self-reported health (Borrell, Kiefe, Williams, Diez-Roux, & 
Gordon-Larsen, 2006). Thus, minority women’s endorsement of intragroup racism and 
internalised homophobia may extend our results presented in Chapter 4, as a potential 
function or consequence of their intra-gender hostility is to reinforce specific prejudices 
against Women of Colour and sexual minority women, but not women as a superordinate 
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category. 
  Further, minority women are the targets of unique negative stereotypes which reflect 
an interaction of sexist, racist, and/or homophobic attitudes. African American women are 
often portrayed as the ‘angry black woman’ (Walley-Jean, 2009), or the hypersexualised 
‘jezebel’ (West, 1995). Exposure to these negative stereotypes leads White Americans to 
associate an African American woman in a mock job interview with stereotype-consistent 
adjectives than stereotype-inconsistent adjectives (Monahan, Shtrulis, & Brown Givens, 
2005), and associate her with more negative terms than positive terms (Brown Givens & 
Monahan, 2005). In a similar vein, lesbian women are often portrayed as being ‘butch’ 
(Geiger, Harwood, & Hummert, 2006) and are presumed to embody more masculine 
characteristics than heterosexual women (Blashill & Powlishta, 2009). Thus, the salience and 
negative consequences of these stereotypes for minority women may extend the results 
presented in Chapter 4, as they may become hostile toward female ingroup members who 
confirm negative stereotypes about their gender and ethnic/sexual identities which may 
reinforce negative perceptions of their minority group. Thus, their hostility toward other 
women might reflect more complex group processes about intersecting social identities that 
are not only about women per se.  
Intra-Gender Hostility Between Minority- and Majority-Women 
  
 In a similar vein, it is important to explore manifestations of intra-gender hostility 
between minority- and majority-women in the context of social movements and collective 
action. A common criticism of mainstream feminism is that it prioritizes the concerns of 
white, middle-to-upper class, educated women, despite the fact that lesbian/bisexual women, 
Women of Colour, and women from lower socio-economic backgrounds (to name a few) 
experience greater prejudice and encounter more difficulties in day to day life (Carby, 1996). 
As majority-women are (understandably) criticized for prioritizing their concerns above other 
women’s, this can result in factionalism within the feminist movement. Factionalism refers to 
the conflict that develops between groups belonging to the same movement who initially held 
common beliefs, but experience a growing divergence in their views and interests (Zald & 
McCarthy, 1980). As social movements comprise many factions with differing political goals 
and strategies, these groups come into conflict as they pursue different goals, strategies, and 
tactics stemming from their diverging interests (Zald & McCarthy, 1980; Balser, 1997).  
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Investigating this is important given that schisms within social movements affect the 
nature of its goals, the recruitment and commitment of members (Zald & Ash, 1966), and that 
competition and co-operation among potential allies dramatically influence a movement’s 
emergence, development, demise, and impact (Hathaway & Meyer, 1993). Thus, 
investigating this particular manifestation of intra-gender hostility would help identify intra-
group processes which undermine the effectiveness of and co-operation within the women’s 
movement, and the implications this has for attaining gender, racial, and sexual equality. 
Methodological Improvements 
  The present research could be advanced by using behavioural measures of intra-
gender hostility. In each study, intra-gender hostility was assessed using attitudinal measures 
(e.g. Women irritate me a lot) and self-reported behavioural intentions (e.g. I would show my 
disapproval of the target’s behaviour by talking about it later with other women) as has been 
done in prior research. However, it is unclear whether these negative attitudes and intentions 
will manifest behaviourally, and result in the overt devaluation of other women. The results 
from the present research are promising and certainly indicate that women feel negatively 
about their group membership and other women under particular conditions. However, 
including behavioural measures in future studies would provide more definitive evidence that 
women’s intra-gender hostility has tangible negative consequences for women as a group. 
  For example, Kaiser and Spalding (2015) found that lower (versus higher) gender-
identifying women provided more helpful clues on a gibberish sentence task to male (versus 
female) confederates when underrepresented in a hypothetical organization. This indicates 
that weakly identified women not only fail to offer support to policies and initiatives 
benefitting their gender (as in Derks, Ellemers, et al. 2011; Derks, van Laar, et al., 2011) but 
actively impede the advancement of junior women. Similar measures could be used in future 
studies examining intra-gender hostility outside of the workplace. For example, research 
could use dyads in which women are exposed to a confederate who confirms a negative 
gender stereotype. These women would then be asked to interact with a male partner, during 
which there would be the opportunity for the woman to reinforce sexist biases against their 
own group and legitimize men’s negative treatment of specific female targets. 
 Men’s Intra-Gender Hostility 
  Finally, future research should further investigate the causes and consequences of 
men’s intra-gender hostility. As discussed above, a greater focus on the negative 
consequences of men and women’s intra-gender hostility is needed to understand how these 
intra-group processes may simultaneously reinforce gender inequality. Empirical work is 
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needed to clarify whether men’s intra-gender hostility is a response to anticipated changes in 
the gender-related status hierarchy, and is directed toward men who violate agentic 
stereotypes and subsequently threaten men’s higher status. Such research should also help 
shift the empirical focus away from women’s intra-gender hostility, and highlight the 
negative intra- and intergroup consequences of men’s intra-gender hostility. 
Concluding remarks 
 This thesis addressed multiple conceptual and methodological issues related to the 
prevalence of, reasons for, and contextual factors influencing women’s intra-gender hostility. 
The program of research presented here advances our understanding of this process, and 
suggests that women’s intra-gender hostility is a form of intra-group conflict stemming from 
the unique identity pressures they face as a lower status group. However, addressing this 
issue requires more than an interpersonal level of analysis, but rather a focus on changing 
social structures and gender biases which currently serve to reinforce women’s lower status 
and subsequently influence women’s’ perceptions and treatment of other ingroup members. 
Returning to the quotes cited at the beginning of this thesis, alleviating women of these 
unique pressures will hopefully improve the quality of their intra-gender relationships so they 
can be the ‘bedrock [in] each other’s lives’.
192 
 
 
References 
Abrams, D., Marques, J. M., Bown, N., & Henson, M. (2000). Pro-norm and anti-norm 
  deviance within and between groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
  78(5), 906-912. 
Abrams, D., Rutland, A., Ferrell, J. M., & Pelletier, J. (2008). Children’s judgments of 
  disloyal and immoral peer behavior: Subjective group dynamics in minimal 
  intergroup contexts. Child Development, 79(2), 444-461. 
Abrams, D., Viki, G. T., Masser, B., & Bohner, G. (2003). Perceptions of stranger and 
  acquaintance rape: The role of benevolent and hostile sexism in victim blame and 
  rape proclivity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84(1), 111-125. 
Adams, G., Garcia, D. M., Purdie-Vaughns, V., & Steele, C. M. (2006). The detrimental 
  effects of a suggestion of sexism in an instruction situation. Journal of Experimental 
  Social Psychology, 42(5), 602-615. 
Alderson, D. (2014). Acting straight: Reality TV, gender self-consciousness and forms of 
  capital. New Formations, 83(83), 7-24. 
Allport, G. W. (1954). The Nature of Prejudice. New York: Addison. 
Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A 
  review and recommended two-step approach. Psychological Bulletin, 103(3), 411- 
  423. 
Archer, J. (2004). Sex differences in aggression in real-world settings: a meta-analytic 
  review. Review of General Psychology, 8(4), 291. 
Archer, J. (2009). Does sexual selection explain human sex differences in aggression? 
  Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 32(3-4), 249-266. 
Aries, E. J., & Johnson, F. L. (1983). Close friendship in adulthood: Conversational content 
  between same-sex friends. Sex Roles, 9(12), 1183-1196. 
Ashburn-Nardo, L., Monteith, M. J., Arthur, S. A., & Bain, A. (2007). Race and the 
  psychological health of African Americans. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 
  10(4), 471-491. 
Australian Bureau of Statistics (2012). Women in Leadership. Retrieved from 
 http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Lookup/4102.0Main+Features30Dec+2 
012 
Bachmann, L. (2014). Female friendship and gender transformation. European Journal of 
  Women's Studies, 21(2), 165-179. 
193 
 
 
Balsam, K. F., & Szymanski, D. M. (2005). Relationship quality and domestic violence in 
  women's same‐ sex relationships: the role of minority stress. Psychology of Women 
  Quarterly, 29(3), 258-269. 
Balser, D. B. (1997). The impact of environmental factors on factionalism and schism in 
  social movement organizations. Social Forces, 199-228. 
Banks, K. H., & Kohn-Wood, L. P. (2007). The influence of racial identity profiles on the 
  relationship between racial discrimination and depressive symptoms. Journal of Black 
  Psychology, 33(3), 331-354. 
Banks, K. H., Kohn-Wood, L. P., & Spencer, M. (2006). An examination of the African 
  American experience of everyday discrimination and symptoms of psychological 
  distress. Community Mental Health Journal, 42(6), 555-570. 
Baron, R. S., Burgess, M. L., & Kao, C. F. (1991). Detecting and labelling prejudice: Do 
  female perpetrators go undetected? Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 
  17(2), 115-123. 
Barreto, M., & Ellemers, N. (2003). The effects of being categorised: The interplay between 
  internal and external social identities. European Review of Social Psychology, 14(1), 
  139-170. 
Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1996). Effects of impression management and self- 
  deception on the predictive validity of personality constructs. Journal of Applied 
  Psychology, 81(3), 261. 
Bashir, N. Y., Lockwood, P., Chasteen, A. L., Nadolny, D., & Noyes, I. (2013). The ironic 
  impact of activists: Negative stereotypes reduce social change influence. European 
  Journal of Social Psychology, 43(7), 614-626. 
Becker, J. C. (2010). Why do women endorse hostile and benevolent sexism? The role of 
  salient female subtypes and internalization of sexist contents. Sex Roles, 62(7-8), 453- 
  467. 
Becker, J. C., Barreto, M., Kahn, K. B., & Oliveira Laux, S. H. (2015). The Collective Value 
  of “Me” (and its Limitations): Towards a More Nuanced Understanding of Individual 
  and Collective Coping with Prejudice. Journal of Social Issues, 71(3), 497-516. 
Becker, J. C., Glick, P., Ilic, M., & Bohner, G. (2011). Damned if she does, damned if she 
  doesn't: Consequences of accepting versus confronting patronizing help for the female 
  target and male actor. European Journal of Social Psychology, 41(6), 761-773. 
Becker, J. C., & Wright, S. C. (2011). Yet another dark side of chivalry: Benevolent sexism 
  undermines and hostile sexism motivates collective action for social change. Journal 
194 
 
 
  of Personality and Social Psychology, 101(1), 62-77. 
Begany, J. J., & Milburn, M. A. (2002). Psychological predictors of sexual harassment: 
  Authoritarianism, hostile sexism, and rape myths. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 
  3(2), 119-126. 
Bell, D. W., Esses, V. M., & Maio, G. R. (1996). The Utility of Open-ended Measures to 
  Assess Intergroup Ambivalence. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science, 28(1), 12- 
  18. 
Benenson, J. F., & Schinazi, J. (2004). Sex differences in reactions to outperforming same 
  sex friends. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 22(3), 317-333. 
Besag, V. E. (2006). Bullying among girls friends or foes? School Psychology International, 
  27(5), 535-551. 
Bettencourt, B., & Bartholow, B. D. (1998). The importance of status legitimacy for 
  intergroup attitudes among numerical minorities. Journal of Social Issues, 54(4), 759- 
  775. 
Bishop, C. J., Kiss, M., Morrison, T. G., Rushe, D. M., & Specht, J. (2014). The association 
  between gay men's stereotypic beliefs about drag queens and their endorsement of 
  hypermasculinity. Journal of Homosexuality, 61(4), 554-567. 
Blakemore, J. E. O., Lawton, C. A., & Vartanian, L. R. (2005). I can't wait to get married: 
  Gender differences in drive to marry. Sex Roles, 53(5), 327-335. 
Blanton, H., George, G., & Crocker, J. (2001). Contexts of system justification and system 
  evaluation: Exploring the social comparison strategies of the (not yet) contented 
  female worker. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 4(2), 126-137. 
Blashill, A. J., & Powlishta, K. K. (2009). Gay stereotypes: The use of sexual orientation as a 
  cue for gender-related attributes. Sex Roles, 61(11-12), 783-793. 
Bleske, A. L., & Shackleford, T.K. (2001). Poaching, promiscuity, and deceit: Combatting 
  rivalry in same-sex friendships. Personal Relationships, 8(4), 407-424. 
Bleske-Rechek, A., & Lighthall, M. (2010). Attractiveness and rivalry in women’s 
  friendships with women. Human Nature, 21(1), 82-97. 
Boen, F., & Vanbeselaere, N. (2000). Responding to membership of a low-status group: The 
  effects of stability, permeability and individual ability. Group Processes & Intergroup 
  Relations, 3(1), 41-62. 
Boen, F., & Vanbeselaere, N. (2002). The relative impact of socio-structural characteristics 
  on behavioral reactions against membership in a low-status group. Group Processes 
  & Intergroup Relations, 5(4), 299-318. 
195 
 
 
Borrell, L. N., Kiefe, C. I., Williams, D. R., Diez-Roux, A. V., & Gordon-Larsen, P. (2006). 
  Self-reported health, perceived racial discrimination, and skin color in African 
  Americans in the CARDIA study. Social Science & Medicine, 63(6), 1415-1427. 
Branscombe, N. R., Ellemers, N., Spears, R., & Doosje, B. (1999). The context and content 
  of social identity threat. Social identity: Context, commitment, content, 35-58. 
Brehm, J. W. (1966). A theory of psychological reactance. New York: Academic Press. 
Breines, J. G., Crocker, J., & Garcia, J. A. (2008). Self-Objectification and Well-Being in 
  Women's Daily Lives. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 34(5), 583-598. 
Brown, R. (2000). Social identity theory: Past achievements, current problems and future 
  challenges. European Journal of Social Psychology, 30(6), 745-778. 
Brown, M. J., & Groscup, J. L. (2009). Homophobia and Acceptance of Stereotypes About 
  Gays and Lesbians. Individual Differences Research, 7(3), 159-167. 
Brown Givens, S. M., & Monahan, J. L. (2005). Priming mammies, jezebels, and other 
  controlling images: An examination of the influence of mediated stereotypes on 
  perceptions of an African American woman. Media Psychology, 7(1), 87-106. 
Burbank, V. (1987). Female aggression in cross-cultural perspective. Behavior Science 
  Research, 21, 71-100. 
Burgess, D., & Borgida, E. (1999). Who Women are, Who Women should be: Descriptive 
  and Prescriptive Gender Stereotyping in Sex Discrimination. Psychology, Public 
  Policy, and Law, 5, 665-1173. 
Buunk, A., & Fisher, M. (2009). Individual differences in intrasexual competition. Journal of 
  Evolutionary Psychology, 7(1), 37-48. 
Buss, D. M. (1989). Sex differences in human mate preferences: Evolutionary hypotheses 
  tested in 37 cultures. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 12, 1-14. 
Buss, D. M., & Dedden, L. A. (1990). Derogation of competitors. Journal of Social and 
  Personal Relationships, 7(3), 395-422. 
Buss, A. H., & Perry, M. (1992). The aggression questionnaire. Journal of Personality and 
  Social Psychology, 63(3), 452-459. 
Cadinu, M., Latrofa, M., & Carnaghi, A. (2013). Comparing Self-stereotyping with Ingroup 
  stereotyping and Out-group-stereotyping in Unequal-status Groups: The Case of 
  Gender. Self and Identity, 12(6), 582-596. 
Calogero, R. M., Herbozo, S., & Thompson, J. K. (2009). Complimentary weightism: The 
  potential costs of appearance‐ related commentary for women's self-objectification. 
  Psychology of Women Quarterly, 33(1), 120-132. 
196 
 
 
Cameron, J. E., & Lalonde, R. N. (2001). Social identification and gender‐ related ideology 
in 
  women and men. British Journal of Social Psychology, 40(1), 59-77. 
Carby, H. (1996). White woman listen! Black feminism and the boundaries of sisterhood. 
  Black British Cultural Studies: A Reader, 61-86. 
Cary, L. A., Chasteen, A. L., & Remedios, J. (2017). The ambivalent ageism scale: 
  Developing and validating a scale to measure benevolent and hostile ageism. The 
  Gerontologist, 57(2), e27-e36. 
Cashdan, E. (1998). Are men more competitive than women?. British Journal of Social 
  Psychology, 37(2), 213-229. 
Catalyst (2015a). 2014 catalyst census: Women board directors. Retrieved from 
  http://www.catalyst.org/knowledge/2014-catalyst-census-women-board-directors 
Catalyst (2015b). Women CEOs of the S&P 500. Retrieved from 
  http://www.catalyst.org/knowledge/women-ceos-sp-500 
Catanzaro, M. F. (2011). Indirect aggression, bullying and female teen victimization: A 
  literature review. Pastoral Care in Education, 29(2), 83-101. 
Ceci, S. J., Williams, W. M., & Barnett, S. M. (2009). Women's underrepresentation in 
  science: sociocultural and biological considerations. Psychological Bulletin, 135(2), 
  218-261. 
Cejka, M. A., & Eagly, A. H. (1999). Gender-stereotypic images of occupations correspond 
  to the sex segregation of employment. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 
  25(4), 413-423. 
Chesler, P. (2009). Woman's inhumanity to woman. Chicago Review Press. 
Cichocka, A., De Zavala, A. G., Kofta, M., & Rozum, J. (2013). Threats to feminist identity 
  and reactions to gender discrimination. Sex Roles, 68(9-10), 605-619. 
Check, J. V., & Malamuth, N. M. (1983). Sex role stereotyping and reactions to depictions of 
  stranger versus acquaintance rape. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
  45(2), 344-356. 
Cheung, G. W., & Rensvold, R. B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes for testing 
  measurement invariance. Structural Equation Modeling, 9(2), 233-255. 
Cherry, F., & Deaux, K. (1978). Fear of success versus fear of gender-inappropriate behavior. 
  Sex Roles, 4(1), 97-101. 
Choi, N., Fuqua, D. R., & Newman, J. L. (2009). Exploratory and confirmatory studies of the 
  structure of the Bem Sex Role Inventory Short Form with two divergent samples. 
197 
 
 
  Educational and Psychological Measurement, 69(4), 696-705. 
Cohen, G. L., & Garcia, J. (2005). “I Am Us”: Negative Stereotypes as Collective Threats. 
  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89(4), 566-582. 
Cohen, G. L., Garcia, J., Apfel, N., & Master, A. (2006). Reducing the racial achievement 
  gap: A social-psychological intervention. Science, 313(5791), 1307-1310. 
Cohen, G. L., & Steele, C. M. (2002). A barrier of mistrust: How negative stereotypes affect 
  cross-race mentoring. Improving academic achievement: Impact of Psychological 
  Factors on Education, 303-327. 
Collins, P. H. (2015). Intersectionality's definitional dilemmas. Annual Review of Sociology, 
  41, 1-20. 
Conger, A. J. (1974). A revised definition for suppressor variables: A guide to their 
  identification and interpretation. Educational and psychological measurement, 34(1), 
  35-46. 
Connell, R. W. (2005). Masculinities. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. 
Correia, I., & Vala, J. (2003). When will a victim be secondarily victimized? The effect of 
  observer's belief in a just world, victim's innocence and persistence of suffering. 
  Social Justice Research, 16(4), 379-400. 
Costrich, N., Feinstein, J., Kidder, L., Marecek, J., & Pascale, L. (1975). When stereotypes 
  hurt: Three studies of penalties for sex-role reversals. Journal of Experimental Social 
  Psychology, 11(6), 520-530. 
Cowan, G. (2000). Women's hostility toward women and rape and sexual harassment myths. 
  Violence Against Women, 6(3), 238-246. 
Cowan, G., Neighbors, C., DeLaMoreaux, J., & Behnke, C. (1998). Women's hostility toward 
  women. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 22(2), 267-284. 
Cowan, G., & Ullman, J. B. (2006). Ingroup rejection among women: The role of personal 
  inadequacy. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 30(4), 399-409. 
Cunningham, G., Ferreira, M., & Fink, J. Reactions to Prejudicial Statements. Group 
  Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, (1), 59-73. 
Czopp, A. M., Monteith, M. J., & Mark, A. Y. (2006). Standing Up for a Change: Reducing 
  Bias Through Interpersonal Confrontation. Journal of Personality and Social 
  Psychology, 90(5), 784-803. 
Dardenne, B., Dumont, M., & Bollier, T. (2007). Insidious dangers of benevolent sexism: 
  Consequences for women's performance. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 
  93(5), 764-779. 
198 
 
 
Davies, P. G., Spencer, S. J., Quinn, D. M., & Gerhardstein, R. (2002). Consuming images: 
  How television commercials that elicit stereotype threat can restrain women 
  academically and professionally. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 28(12), 
  1615-1628. 
De Judicibus, M., & McCabe, M. P. (2001). Blaming the target of sexual harassment: Impact 
  of gender role, sexist attitudes, and work role. Sex Roles, 44(7), 401-417. 
de Lemus, S., Navarro, L., Velásquez, M. J., Ryan, E., & Megías, J. L. (2014). From sex to 
  gender: A university intervention to reduce sexism in Argentina, Spain, and El 
  Salvador. Journal of Social Issues, 70, 741-762. 
DePaulo, B. M., & Morris, W. L. (2006). The unrecognized stereotyping and discrimination 
  against singles. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 15(5), 251-254. 
Derks, B., Ellemers, N., Van Laar, C., & De Groot, K. (2011). Do sexist organizational 
  cultures create the Queen Bee? British Journal of Social Psychology, 50(3), 519-535. 
Derks, B., Scheepers, D., Van Laar, C., & Ellemers, N. (2011). The threat vs. challenge of car 
  parking for women: How self-and group affirmation affect cardiovascular responses. 
  Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 47(1), 178-183. 
Derks, B., van Laar, C., & Ellemers, N. (2009). Working for the self or working for the 
  group: How personal and social self-affirmation promote collective behavior among 
  members of devalued groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96(1), 
  183-202. 
Derks, B., van Laar, C., & Ellemers, N. (2016). The Queen Bee phenomenon: Why women 
  leaders distance themselves from junior women. The Leadership Quarterly, 27(3), 
  456-469. 
Derks, B., Van Laar, C., Ellemers, N., & de Groot, K. (2011). Gender-bias primes elicit 
  queen-bee responses among senior policewomen. Psychological Science. 
Derlega, V. J., & Chaikin, A. L. (1976). Norms affecting self-disclosure in men and women. 
  Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 44(3), 376-380. 
Doosje, B., Spears, R., & Ellemers, N. (2002). Social identity as both cause and effect: The 
  development of group identification in response to anticipated and actual changes in 
  the intergroup status hierarchy. British Journal of Social Psychology, 41(1), 57-76. 
Drout, C. E., & Gaertner, S. L. (1994). Gender differences in reactions to female victims. 
  Social Behavior and Personality: an international journal, 22(3), 267-277. 
Duguid, M. (2011). Female tokens in high-prestige work groups: Catalysts or inhibitors of 
199 
 
 
  group diversification? Organisational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 
  116(1), 104-115. 
Duguid, M. M., Loyd, D. L., & Tolbert, P. S. (2012). The impact of categorical status, 
  numeric representation, and work group prestige on preference for demographically 
  similar others: A value threat approach. Organization Science, 23(2), 386-401. 
 
Eagly, A. H. (2007). Female leadership advantage and disadvantage: Resolving the 
  contradictions. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 31(1), 1-12. 
Eagly, A. H., & Mladinic, A. (1994). Are people prejudiced against women? Some answers 
  from research on attitudes, gender stereotypes, and judgments of competence. 
  European Review of Social Psychology, 5(1), 1-35. 
Eagly, A. H., Mladinic, A., & Otto, S. (1991). Are women evaluated more favorably than 
  men?: An analysis of attitudes, beliefs, and emotions. Psychology of Women 
  Quarterly, 15(2), 203-216. 
Eagly, A. H., & Karau, S. J. (2002). Role congruity theory of prejudice toward female 
  leaders. Psychological Review, 109(3), 573. 
Eagly, A. H., & Wood, W. (1991). Explaining sex differences in social behavior: A meta 
  analytic perspective. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 17(3), 306-315. 
Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., Miller, P. A., Fultz, J., Shell, R., Mathy, R. M., & Reno, R. R. 
  (1989). Relation of sympathy and personal distress to prosocial behavior: a 
  multimethod study. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57(1), 55-66. 
Eliezer, D., & Major, B. (2012). It’s not your fault: The social costs of claiming 
  discrimination on behalf of someone else. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 
  15(4), 487-502. 
Ellemers, N. (1993). The influence of socio-structural variables on identity management 
  strategies. European Review of Social Psychology, 4(1), 27-57. 
Ellemers, N., & Haslam, S. A. (2011). Social identity theory. Handbook of Theories of Social 
  Psychology, 2, 379-398. 
Ellemers, N., Spears, R., & Doosje, B. (1997). Sticking together or falling apart: In-group 
  identification as a psychological determinant of group commitment versus individual 
  mobility. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 72(3), 617-626. 
Ellemers, N., Heuvel, H., Gilder, D., Maass, A., & Bonvini, A. (2004). The 
  underrepresentation of women in science: differential commitment or the queen bee 
200 
 
 
  syndrome? British Journal of Social Psychology, 43(3), 315-338. 
Ellemers, N., Van Knippenberg, A., De Vries, N., & Wilke, H. (1988). Social identification 
  and permeability of group boundaries. European Journal of Social Psychology, 18(6), 
  497-513. 
Ellemers, N., Van Knippenberg, A., & Wilke, H. (1990). The influence of permeability of 
  group boundaries and stability of group status on strategies of individual mobility and 
  social change. British Journal of Social Psychology, 29(3), 233-246. 
Ellemers, N., Wilke, H., & Van Knippenberg, A. (1993). Effects of the legitimacy of low 
  group or individual status on individual and collective status-enhancement strategies. 
  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 64(5), 766-778. 
Ely, R. J. (1994). The effects of organisational demographics and social identity on 
  relationships among professional women. Administrative Science Quarterly, 203-238. 
Ely, R. J. (1995). The power in demography: Women's social constructions of gender identity 
  at work. Academy of Management Journal, 38(3), 589-634. 
Etcoff, N. (1999). Survival of the prettiest. The Science of Beauty. London: Little, Brown And 
  Company. 
European Commission (2015). Factsheet October 2015: Gender balance on corporate boards 
  - Europe is cracking the glass ceiling. Retrieved from 
  http://ec.europa.eu/justice/gender-equality/document/index_en.htm#gender  
Faniko, K., Ellemers, N., & Derks, B. (2016). Queen Bees and Alpha Males: Are successful 
  women more competitive than successful men? European Journal of Social 
  Psychology, 46, 903-913. 
Faniko, K., Ellemers, N., Derks, B., & Lorenzi-Cioldi, F. (2017). Nothing Changes, Really: 
  Why Women Who Break Through the Glass Ceiling End Up Reinforcing It. 
  Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 43(5), 638-651. 
Feather, N. T. (2004). Value correlates of ambivalent attitudes toward gender relations. 
  Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 30(1), 3-12. 
Felmlee, D., Sweet, E., & Sinclair, H. C. (2012). Gender rules: Same-and cross-gender 
  friendships norms. Sex Roles, 66(7-8), 518-529. 
Foels, R., & Pappas, C. J. (2004). Learning and unlearning the myths we are taught: Gender 
  and social dominance orientation. Sex Roles, 50(11-12), 743-757. 
Fischer, A. R., Tokar, D. M., Mergl, M. M., Good, G. E., Hill, M. S., & Blum, S. A. (2000). 
  Assessing Women's Feminist Identity Development Studies of Convergent, 
  Discriminant, and Structural Validity. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 24(1), 15-29. 
201 
 
 
Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J., Glick, P., & Xu, J. (2002). A model of (often mixed) stereotype 
  content: competence and warmth respectively follow from perceived status and 
  competition. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82(6), 878-902. 
Folger, R. (1987). Reformulating the preconditions of resentment: A referent cognitions 
  model. In Masters, J. C. & Smith, W. P. (Eds). Social comparison, social justice, and 
  relative deprivation: Theoretical, empirical, and policy perspectives (pp. 183-215). 
  Hillsdale, NJ, US: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 
Forbes, G. B., Adams-Curtis, L. E., & White, K. B. (2004). First-and second-generation 
  measures of sexism, rape myths and related beliefs, and hostility toward women their 
  interrelationships and association with college students’ experiences with dating 
  aggression and sexual coercion. Violence Against Women, 10(3), 236-261. 
Fordham, S. (2008). Beyond capital high: On dual citizenship and the strange career of 
  “acting white”. Anthropology & Education Quarterly, 39(3), 227-246. 
Fredrickson, B. L., & Roberts, T. A. (1997). Objectification theory: Toward understanding 
  women's lived experiences and mental health risks. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 
  21(2), 173-206. 
Frings, D., Hurst, J., Cleveland, C., Blascovich, J., & Abrams, D. Challenge, Threat, and 
  Subjective Group Dynamics. Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, (2), 
  105-121. 
Gaertner, S. L., & Dovidio, J. F. (1986). The aversive form of racism. Academic Press. 
Galinsky, A. D., Hugenberg, K., Groom, C., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2003). The 
  reappropriation of stigmatizing labels: Implications for social identity. In Identity 
  Issues in Groups (pp. 221-256). Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 
Garcia-Retamero, R., & López-Zafra, E. (2006). Prejudice against women in male-congenial 
  environments: Perceptions of gender role congruity in leadership. Sex Roles, 55(1-2), 
  51-61. 
Geiger, W., Harwood, J., & Hummert, M. L. (2006). College students' multiple stereotypes of 
  lesbians: A cognitive perspective. Journal of Homosexuality, 51(3), 165-182. 
Gervais, S. J., Vescio, T. K., & Allen, J. (2011). When what you see is what you get: The 
  consequences of the objectifying gaze for women and men. Psychology of Women 
  Quarterly, 35(1), 5-17. 
Gibson, D. E. (2003). Developing the professional self-concept: Role model 
  construals in early, middle, and late career stages. Organisation Science, 14, 591-610. 
202 
 
 
Gillis, S., Howie, G., & Munford, R. (2004). Introduction. In S. Gillis, G. Howie, & R. 
  Munford (Eds.), Third wave feminism: A critical exploration (pp. 1–6). New York: 
  Palgrave Macmillan. 
Glick, P., Diebold, J., Bailey-Werner, B., & Zhu, L. (1997). The two faces of Adam: 
  Ambivalent sexism and polarized attitudes toward women. Personality and Social 
  Psychology Bulletin, 23(12), 1323-1334. 
Glick, P., & Fiske, S. (1996). The Ambivalent Sexism Inventory: Differentiating hostile and 
  benevolent sexism. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70(3), 491-512. 
Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (1999). The ambivalence toward men inventory. Psychology of 
  Women Quarterly, 23(3), 519-536. 
Glick, P., Fiske, S. T., Mladinic, A., Saiz, J. L., Abrams, D., Masser, B.,... & Brunner, A. 
  (2000). Beyond prejudice as simple antipathy: Hostile and benevolent sexism across 
  cultures. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 79(5), 763-775. 
Glick, P., Lameiras, M., Fiske, S. T., Eckes, T., Masser, B., Volpato, C., ... & Castro, Y. R. 
  (2004). Bad but bold: Ambivalent attitudes toward men predict gender inequality in 
  16 nations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 86(5), 713-728. 
Glick, P., Larsen, S., Johnson, C., & Branstiter, H. (2005). Evaluations of sexy women in 
  low-and high-status jobs. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 29(4), 389-395. 
Glick, P., Sakalli-Ugurlu, N., Ferreira, M. C., & de Souza, M. A. (2002). Ambivalent sexism 
  and attitudes toward wife abuse in Turkey and Brazil. Psychology of Women 
  Quarterly, 26(4), 292-297. 
Glick, P., & Whitehead, J. (2010). Hostility Toward Men and the perceived stability of male 
  dominance. Social Psychology, 41(3), 177-185. 
Glick, P., Wilk, K., & Perreault, M. (1995). Images of occupations: Components of gender 
  and status in occupational stereotypes. Sex Roles, 32(9), 565-582. 
Good, C., Aronson, J., & Harder, J. A. (2008). Problems in the pipeline: Stereotype threat and 
  women's achievement in high-level math courses. Journal of Applied Developmental 
  Psychology, 29(1), 17-28. 
Good, J. J., & Rudman, L. A. (2010). When female applicants meet sexist interviewers: The 
  costs of being a target of benevolent sexism. Sex Roles, 62(7-8), 481-493. 
Goodwin, M. H. (1990). Tactical uses of stories: Participation frameworks within girls' and 
  boys' disputes. Discourse Processes, 13(1), 33-71. 
Green, E. (1998). ‘Women doing friendship’: An analysis of women's leisure as a site of 
203 
 
 
  identity construction, empowerment and resistance. Leisure studies, 17(3), 171-185. 
Hall, J. A. (2011). Sex differences in friendship expectations: A meta-analysis. Journal of 
  Social and Personal Relationships, 28(6), 723-747. 
Haslam, S. A., & Ellemers, N. (2011). Identity processes in organizations. In Handbook of 
  Identity Theory and Research (pp. 715-744). Springer New York. 
Hathaway, W., & Meyer, D. S. (1993). Competition and cooperation in social movement 
  coalitions: Lobbying for peace in the 1980s. Berkeley Journal of Sociology, 38, 157- 
  183. 
Hawkesworth, M. E. (2006). Globalization and feminist activism. Rowman & Littlefield 
  Publishers. 
Hebl, M. R., King, E. B., Glick, P., Singletary, S. L., & Kazama, S. (2007). Hostile and 
  benevolent reactions toward pregnant women: Complementary interpersonal 
  punishments and rewards that maintain traditional roles. Journal of Applied 
  Psychology, 92(6), 1499-1511. 
Heilman, M. E. (1983). Sex bias in work settings: The lack of fit model. Research in 
  Organizational Behavior. 
Heilman, M. E. (2001). Description and prescription: How gender stereotypes prevent 
  women's ascent up the organizational ladder. Journal of Social Issues, 57(4), 657-674. 
Heilman, M. E. (2012). Gender stereotypes and workplace bias. Research in organizational  
  Behavior, 32, 113-135. 
Heilman, M. E., Wallen, A. S., Fuchs, D., & Tamkins, M. M. (2004). Penalties for success: 
  reactions to women who succeed at male gender-typed tasks. Journal of Applied 
  Psychology, 89(3), 416-427. 
Henderson, S. N., & Cunningham, J. D. (1993). Women's emotional dependence on men: 
  scale construction and test of Russianoff's hypothesis. Sex Roles, 28(5), 317-334. 
Hercus, C. (2005). Stepping out of line: Becoming and being feminist. New York and 
  London: Routledge. 
Hersby, M. D., Jetten, J., Ryan, M. K., & Schmitt, M. T. (2011). Responding to group-based 
  discrimination: The impact of social structure on willingness to engage in mentoring. 
  Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 14(3), 319-335. 
Hersby, M. D., Ryan, M. K., & Jetten, J. (2009). Getting together to get ahead: the impact of 
  social structure on women's networking. British Journal of Management, 20(4), 415- 
  430. 
Hill, S. E., Rodeheffer, C. D., Griskevicius, V., Durante, K., & White, A. E. (2012). Boosting 
204 
 
 
  beauty in an economic decline: mating, spending, and the lipstick effect. Journal of 
  Personality and Social Psychology, 103(2), 275-291. 
Holland, E., Koval, P., Stratemeyer, M., Thomson, F., & Haslam, N. (2016). Sexual 
  objectification in women's daily lives: A smartphone ecological momentary 
  assessment study. The British Journal of Social Psychology. 
Holland, J., Silva, A. S., & Mace, R. (2012). Lost letter measure of variation in altruistic 
  behaviour in 20 neighbourhoods. PloS one, 7(8), e43294. 
Hornsey, M. J., Spears, R., Cremers, I., & Hogg, M. A. (2003). Relations between high and 
  low power groups: The importance of legitimacy. Personality and Social Psychology 
  Bulletin, 29(2), 216-227. 
Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure 
  analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation 
  Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1), 1-55. 
Hutchison, P., Jetten, J., & Gutierrez, R. (2011). Deviant but desirable: Group variability and 
  evaluation of atypical group members. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 
 47(6), 1155-1161. 
Iazzo, A. (1983). The construction and validation of attitudes toward men scale. The 
  Psychological Record, 33(3), 371-378. 
Ito, T. A., Larsen, J. T., Smith, N. K., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1998). Negative information weighs 
  more heavily on the brain: the negativity bias in evaluative categorizations. Journal of 
  Personality and Social Psychology, 75(4), 887-900. 
Jackson, L. A., Sullivan, L. A., Harnish, R., & Hodge, C. N. (1996). Achieving positive 
  social identity: Social mobility, social creativity, and permeability of group 
  boundaries. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70(2), 241-254. 
Jetten, J., Schmitt, M. T., Branscombe, N. R., Garza, A. A., & Mewse, A. J. (2011). Group 
  commitment in the face of discrimination: The role of legitimacy appraisals. 
  European Journal of Social Psychology, 41(1), 116-126. 
Jetten, J., Spears, R., Hogg, M. A., & Manstead, A. S. (2000). Discrimination constrained and 
  justified: Variable effects of group variability and in-group identification. Journal of 
  Experimental Social Psychology, 36(4), 329-356. 
Jetten, J., Spears, R., & Postmes, T. (2004). Intergroup distinctiveness and 
  differentiation: A meta-analytic integration. Journal of Personality and Social 
  Psychology, 86(6), 862-879. 
Johnson, F. L., & Aries, E. J. (1983). The talk of women friends. Women's Studies 
205 
 
 
  International Forum, 6(4), 353-361. 
Jones, E. E., Farina, A., Hastorf, A. H., Markus, H., Miller, D. T., & Scott, R. A. (1984). 
  Social stigma: The psychology of marked relationships. New York: W. H. Freeman. 
Jost, J. T., & Banaji, M. R. (1994). The role of stereotyping in system-justification and the 
  production of false consciousness. British Journal of Social Psychology, 33, 1-27. 
Jost, J. T., Banaji, M. R., & Nosek, B. A. (2004). A decade of system justification theory: 
  Accumulated evidence of conscious and unconscious bolstering of the status quo. 
  Political Psychology, 25(6), 881-919. 
Jost, J. T., & Kay, A. C. (2005). Exposure to benevolent sexism and complementary gender 
  stereotypes: consequences for specific and diffuse forms of system justification. 
  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 88(3), 498-509. 
Kaiser, C. R., & Spalding, K. E. (2015). Do women who succeed in male‐dominated domains 
  help other women? The moderating role of gender identification. European Journal of 
  Social Psychology. 
Kanter, R. M. (1977). Some effects of proportions on group life: Skewed sex ratios and 
  responses to token women. American journal of Sociology, 82(5), 965-990. 
Katz, J., Joiner Jr, T. E., & Kwon, P. (2002). Membership in a devalued social group and 
  emotional well-being: Developing a model of personal self-esteem, collective self-  
  esteem, and group socialization. Sex Roles, 47(9-10), 419-431. 
Katz, I., Wackenhut, J., & Hass, R. G. (1986). Racial ambivalence, value duality, and 
  behavior. In J. F. Dovidio & S. L. Gaertner (Eds.), Prejudice, discrimination, and 
  racism (pp. 35-59). San Diego: Academic Press. 
Keller, J., & Dauenheimer, D. (2003). Stereotype threat in the classroom: Dejection mediates 
  the disrupting threat effect on women’s math performance. Personality and Social 
  Psychology Bulletin, 29(3), 371-381. 
Kelly, C., & Breinlinger, S. (1995). Identity and injustice: Exploring women's participation in 
  collective action. Journal of Community & Applied Social Psychology, 5(1), 41-57. 
Kenrick, D. T., & Keefe, R. C. (1992). Age preferences in mates reflect sex differences in 
  human reproductive strategies. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 15(01), 75-91. 
Kenny, D. A. (2011, June 17th). Respecification of Latent Variable Models. Retrieved from 
  http://davidakenny.net/cm/respec.htm.  
Kenny, D. A. (2015, November 24th). Measuring Model Fit. Retrieved from 
  http://davidakenny.net/cm/fit.htm. 
206 
 
 
Kessler, T., & Mummendey, A. (2002). Sequential or parallel processes? A longitudinal field 
  study concerning determinants of identity-management strategies. Journal of 
  Personality and Social Psychology, 82(1), 75-88. 
Kilty, J. (2010). Gendering violence, remorse, and the role of restorative justice: 
  Deconstructing public perceptions of Kelly Ellard and Warren Glowatski. 
  Contemporary Justice Review, 13(2), 155-172. 
King, M., Ussher, J. M., & Perz, J. (2014). Representations of PMS and premenstrual women 
  in men's accounts: An analysis of online posts from PMSBuddy.com. Women's 
  Reproductive Health, 1(1), 3-20. 
Kleinke, C. L., & Meyer, C. (1990). Evaluation of rape victim by men and women with high 
  and low belief in a just world. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 14(3), 343-353. 
Lane, K. A., Goh, J. X., & Driver-Linn, E. (2012). Implicit science stereotypes mediate the 
  relationship between gender and academic participation. Sex Roles, 66, 220-234. 
Leach, C. W., Iyer, A., & Pedersen, A. (2006). Anger and guilt about ingroup advantage 
  explain the willingness for political action. Personality and Social Psychology 
  Bulletin, 32(9), 1232-1245. 
Lee, R. T., & Brotheridge, C. M. (2011). Sex and position status differences in workplace 
  aggression. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 26(5), 403-418. 
Lee, T. L., Fiske, S. T., Glick, P., & Chen, Z. (2010). Ambivalent sexism in close 
  relationships: (Hostile) power and (benevolent) romance shape relationship ideals. Sex 
  Roles, 62(7-8), 583-601. 
Lee, S. Y., Kesebir, S., & Pillutla, M. M. (2016). Gender differences in response to 
  competition with same-gender coworkers: A relational perspective. Journal of 
  Personality and Social Psychology, 110(6), 869-886. 
Lerner, M. J. (1980). The belief in a just world. In The Belief in a just World (pp. 9-30). 
  Springer US. 
Lerner, M. J., & Simmons, C. H. (1966). Observer's reaction to the “innocent victim”. 
  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 4(2), 203-210. 
Lewis, A. C., & Sherman, S. J. (2003). Hiring you makes me look bad: Social-identity based 
  reversals of the ingroup favoritism effect. Organizational Behavior and Human 
  Decision Processes, 90(2), 262-276. 
Lehavot, K., & Simoni, J. M. (2011). The impact of minority stress on mental health and 
  substance use among sexual minority women. Journal of Consulting and Clinical 
  Psychology, 79(2), 159-170. 
207 
 
 
Li, A., & Bagger, J. (2006). Using the BIDR to distinguish the effects of impression 
  management and self‐deception on the criterion validity of personality measures: A 
  meta‐analysis. International Journal of Selection and Assessment, 14(2), 131-141. 
Little, T. D. (2013). Longitudinal structural equation modeling. Guilford Press. 
Lockwood, P. (2006). “Someone like me can be successful”: do college students need same- 
  gender role models? Psychology of Women Quarterly, 30(1), 36-46. 
Logel, C., Walton, G. M., Spencer, S. J., Iserman, E. C., von Hippel, W., & Bell, A. E. 
  (2009). Interacting with sexist men triggers social identity threat among female 
  engineers. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96(6), 1089-1103. 
Lonsway, K. A., & Fitzgerald, L.F. (1995). Attitudinal antecedents of rape myth acceptance: 
  A theoretical and empirical reexamination. Journal of Personality and Social 
  Psychology, 68(4), 704-711. 
Loughnan, S., & Pacilli, M. G. (2014). Seeing (and treating) others as sexual objects: 
  Towards a more complete mapping of sexual objectification. TPM: Testing, 
  Psychometrics, Methodology in Applied Psychology, 21(3), 309-325. 
Loya, B. N., Cowan, G., & Walters, C. (2006). The role of social comparison and body 
  consciousness in women’s hostility toward women. Sex Roles, 54, 575-583. 
Luhtanen, R., & Crocker, J. (1992). A collective self-esteem scale: Self-evaluation of one's 
  social identity. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 18(3), 302-318. 
Maass, A., Cadinu, M., Guarnieri, G., & Grasselli, A. (2003). Sexual harassment under 
  social identity threat: The computer harassment paradigm. Journal of Personality 
  and Social Psychology, 85(5), 853-870. 
MacCallum, R. C., Browne, M. W., & Sugawara, H. M. (1996). Power analysis and 
  determination of sample size for covariance structure modeling. Psychological 
  Methods, 1(2), 130-149. 
Major, B., Gramzow, R. H., McCoy, S. K., Levin, S., Schmader, T., & Sidanius, J. (2002). 
  Perceiving personal discrimination: the role of group status and legitimizing ideology. 
  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82(3), 269-282. 
Maltby, J., & Day, L. (2001). Psychological correlates of attitudes toward men. The Journal 
  of Psychology, 135(3), 335-351. 
Maltby, J., & Day, L. (2003). Applying a social identity paradigm to examine the relationship 
  between men's self-esteem and their attitudes toward men and women. The Journal of 
  Social Psychology, 143(1), 111-126. 
Mancl, A. (2006). Of crabs and tall poppies: An exploratory study of attitudes and 
208 
 
 
  communicative behaviors toward women perceived as successful (Unpublished 
  master’s thesis). University of Wisconsin, Whitewater, WI. 
Marsh, H. W., & Grayson, D. (1990). Public/Catholic differences in the high school and 
  beyond data: A multigroup structural equation modeling approach to testing mean 
  differences. Journal of Educational Statistics, 15(3), 199-235. 
Marcus, S. (2007). Between Women: Friendship. Desire, and Marriage in Victorian England 
  (Princeton, NJ, 2007), 56, 26-27. 
Marks, M. J. (2008). Evaluations of sexually active men and women under divided attention: 
  A social cognitive approach to the sexual double standard. Basic and Applied Social 
  Psychology, 30(1), 84-91. 
Marks, M. J., & Fraley, R. C. (2005). The sexual double standard: Fact or fiction?. Sex Roles, 
  52(3-4), 175-186. 
Marques, J. M., Abrams, D., Paez, D., & Martinez-Taboada, C. (1998). The role of 
  categorization and in-group norms in judgments of groups and their members. Journal 
  of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(4), 976-988. 
Marques, J. M., Abrams, D., & Serodio, R. G. (2001). Being better by being right: Subjective 
  group dynamics and derogation of in-group deviants when generic norms are 
  undermined. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 81(3), 436-447. 
Martens, A., Johns, M., Greenberg, J., & Schimel, J. (2006). Combating stereotype threat: 
  The effect of self-affirmation on women’s intellectual performance. Journal of 
  Experimental Social Psychology, 42(2), 236-243. 
Marti, M. W., Bobier, D. M., & Baron, R. S. (2000). Right before our eyes: The failure to 
  recognize non-prototypical forms of prejudice. Group Processes & Intergroup 
  Relations, 3(4), 403-418. 
Masser, B. M., & Abrams, D. (2004). Reinforcing the glass ceiling: The consequences of 
  hostile sexism for female managerial candidates. Sex Roles, 51(9-10), 609-615. 
Masser, B., Lee, K., & McKimmie, B. M. (2010). Bad woman, bad victim? Disentangling the 
  effects of victim stereotypicality, gender stereotypicality and benevolent sexism on 
  acquaintance rape victim blame. Sex Roles, 62(7-8), 494-504. 
Mavin, S. (2006). Venus envy: problematizing solidarity behaviour and queen bees. Women 
  in Management Review, 21(4), 264-276. 
Mavin, S. (2008). Queen Bees, wannabees and afraid to bees: no more ‘best enemies’ for 
  women in management? British Journal of Management, 19(1), s75-s84. 
McAndrew, F. T. (2009). The interacting roles of testosterone and challenges to status in 
209 
 
 
  human male aggression. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 14(5), 330-335. 
McCall, L. (2005). The complexity of intersectionality. Signs: Journal of Women in Culture 
  and Society, 30(3), 1771-1800. 
McGrath, R. E., Mitchell, M., Kim, B. H., & Hough, L. (2010). Evidence for response bias as 
  a source of error variance in applied assessment. Psychological Bulletin, 136(3), 450- 
  470. 
Merten, D. E. (1997). The meaning of meanness: Popularity, competition, and conflict among 
  junior high school girls. Sociology of Education, 175-191. 
Monahan, J. L., Shtrulis, I., & Givens, S. B. (2005). Priming Welfare Queens and Other 
  Stereotypes: The Transference of Media Images into Interpersonal Contexts. 
  Communication Research Reports, 22(3), 199-205. 
Moradi, B., & Subich, L. M. (2002). Perceived Sexist Events and Feminist Identity 
  Development Attitudes Links to Women's Psychological Distress. The Counseling 
  Psychologist, 30(1), 44-65. 
Morry, M. M., & Staska, S. L. (2001). Magazine exposure: Internalization, self- 
  objectification, eating attitudes, and body satisfaction in male and female university 
  students. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science, 33(4), 269-279. 
Moskowitz, D. S., Suh, E. J., & Desaulniers, J. (1994). Situational Influences on Gender 
  Differences in Agency and Communion. Journal of Personality and Social 
  Psychology, 66(4), 753-761. 
Moss-Racusin, C. A., Phelan, J. E., & Rudman, L. A. (2010). When men break the gender 
  rules: Status incongruity and backlash against modest men. Psychology of Men & 
  Masculinity, 11(2), 140-151. 
Mummendey, A., Klink, A., Mielke, R., Wenzel, M., & Blanz, M. (1999). Socio-structural 
  characteristics of intergroup relations and identity management strategies: Results 
  from a field study in East Germany. European Journal of Social Psychology, 29, 259- 
  285. 
Mummendey, A., & Simon, B. (1989). Better or different? III: The impact of importance of 
  comparison dimension and relative in‐ group size upon intergroup discrimination. 
  British Journal of Social Psychology, 28(1), 1-16. 
Nelson, J. A., Liss, M., Erchull, M. J., Hurt, M. M., Ramsey, L. R., Turner, D. L., & Haines, 
  M. E. (2008). Identity in action: Predictors of feminist self-identification and 
  collective action. Sex Roles, 58(9-10), 721-728. 
Neuberg, S. L., & Newsom, J. T. (1993). Personal need for structure: Individual differences 
210 
 
 
  in the desire for simpler structure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
  65(1), 113. 
Ng, C. W., & Chiu, W. C. K. (2001). Managing equal opportunities for women: Sorting the 
  friends from the foes. Human Resource Management Journal, 11, 75–88. 
Ng, S. H., & Cram, F. (1988). Intergroup Bias by Defensive and Offensive Groups in 
  Majority and Minority Conditions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
  55(5), 749-757. 
Nguyen, H. H. D., & Ryan, A. M. (2008). Does Stereotype Threat Affect Test Performance 
  of Minorities and Women? A Meta-Analysis of Experimental Evidence. Journal of 
  Applied Psychology, 93(6), 1314-1334. 
Niens, U., & Cairns, E. (2002). Identity management strategies in Northern Ireland. The 
  Journal of Social Psychology, 142(3), 371-380. 
Offermann, L. R., Kennedy, J. K., & Wirtz, P. W. (1994). Implicit leadership theories: 
  Content, structure, and generalizability. The Leadership Quarterly, 5(1), 43-58. 
Okimoto, T. G., & Brescoll, V. L. (2010). The price of power: Power seeking and backlash 
  against female politicians. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36(7), 923 
  -936. 
Ones, D. S., & Viswesvaran, C. (1998). The effects of social desirability and faking on 
  personality and integrity assessment for personnel selection. Human Performance, 
  11(2-3), 245-269. 
Owens, L., Shute, R., & Slee, P. (2000). “Guess what I just heard!” Indirect aggression 
  among teenage girls in Australia. Aggressive Behavior, 24, 1-8.  
Owens, L., Shute, R., & Slee, P. (2004). Girls' Aggressive Behavior. Prevention Researcher, 
  11(3), 9-10. 
Owens, L., Slee, P., & Shute, R. (2000). 'It Hurts a Hell of a Lot...'The Effects of Indirect 
  Aggression on Teenage Girls. School Psychology International, 21(4), 359-376. 
Park, B., & Judd, C. (1990). Measures and models of perceived group variability. Journal of 
  Personality and Social Psychology, 59(2), 173-191. 
Parks-Stamm, E. J., Heilman, M. E., & Hearns, K. A. (2008). Motivated to penalize: 
  Women's strategic rejection of successful women. Personality and Social Psychology 
  Bulletin, 34(2), 237-247. 
Pearlman, S. F. (1987). The saga of continuing clash in lesbian community, or will an army 
  of ex-lovers fail? In Boston Lesbian Psychologies Collective (Ed.), Lesbian 
  Psychologies: Explorations and Challenges, 313-326. Urbana, IL: University of 
211 
 
 
  Illinois Press. 
Peplau, L. A. (1983). Roles and gender. Close relationships, 220-264. 
Pharr, S. (1988). Homophobia: A weapon of sexism. Little Rock, AR: Chardon Press.  
Phelan, J. E., Moss‐ Racusin, C. A., & Rudman, L. A. (2008). Competent yet out in the cold: 
  Shifting criteria for hiring reflect backlash toward agentic women. Psychology of 
  Women Quarterly, 32(4), 406-413. 
Phoenix, A., Frosh, S., & Pattman, R. (2003). Producing contradictory masculine subject 
  positions: Narratives of threat, homophobia and bullying in 11–14 year old boys. 
  Journal of Social Issues, 59(1), 179-195. 
Piggot, M. (2004). Double jeopardy: Lesbians and the legacy of multiple stigmatized 
  identities (Unpublished doctoral thesis). Psychological Strand at Swinburne 
  University of Technology, Australia. 
Pratto, F., & Stewart, A. L. (2012). Group dominance and the half‐blindness of privilege. 
  Journal of Social Issues, 68(1), 28-45. 
Pronin, E., Steele, C. M., & Ross, L. (2004). Identity bifurcation in response to stereotype 
  threat: Women and mathematics. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 40(2), 
  152-168. 
Radke, H. R., Hornsey, M. J., & Barlow, F. K. (2016). Barriers to women engaging in 
  collective action to overcome sexism. American Psychologist, 71(9), 863-874. 
Rasinski, H. M., & Czopp, A. M. (2010). The effect of target status on witnesses' reactions to 
  confrontations of bias. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 32(1), 8-16. 
Reeder, M. C., & Ryan, A. M. (2012). Methods for correcting for faking. New Perspectives 
  on Faking in Personality Assessment, 131-150. 
Reicher, S., & Haslam, S. A. (2006). Rethinking the psychology of tyranny: The BBC prison 
  study. The British Journal of Social Psychology, 45, 1-40. 
Reidy, D. E., Shirk, S. D., Sloan, C. A., & Zeichner, A. (2009). Men who aggress against 
  women: Effects of feminine gender role violation on physical aggression in 
  hypermasculine men. Psychology of men and masculinity, 10(1), 1-12. 
Reidy, D. E., Sloan, C. A., & Zeichner, A. (2009). Gender role conformity and aggression: 
  Influence of perpetrator and victim conformity on direct physical aggression in 
  women. Personality and Individual Differences, 46(2), 231-235. 
Reigeluth, C. S., & Addis, M. E. (2016). Adolescent Boys’ Experiences With Policing of 
  Masculinity. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 17(1), 74-83. 
Renold, E. (2005). Girls, boys, and junior sexualities: Exploring children's gender and sexual 
212 
 
 
  relations in the primary school. Psychology Press. 
Ridgeway, C. L., & Erickson, K. G. (2000). Creating and Spreading Status Beliefs1. 
  American Journal of Sociology, 106(3), 579-615. 
Riemer, A., Chaudoir, S., & Earnshaw, V. (2014). What Looks Like Sexism and Why? The 
  Effect of Comment Type and Perpetrator Type on Women's Perceptions of Sexism. 
  The Journal of General Psychology, 141(3), 263-279. 
Ringrose, J. (2006). A new universal mean girl: Examining the discursive construction and 
  social regulation of a new feminine pathology. Feminism & Psychology, 16(4), 405- 
  424. 
Rivers, I., & Duncan, N. (2002). Understanding homophobic bullying in schools: Building a 
  safe learning environment for all pupils. Youth and Policy, 30-41. 
Rodin, M. J., Price, J. M., Bryson, J. B., & Sanchez, F. J. (1990). Asymmetry in prejudice 
  attribution. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 26(6), 481-504. 
Rose, A. J., & Asher, S. R. (2004). Children's strategies and goals in response to help-giving 
  and help-seeking tasks within a friendship. Child Development, 75(3), 749-763. 
Rose, A. J., & Rudolph, K. D. (2006). A review of sex differences in peer relationship 
  processes: potential trade-offs for the emotional and behavioral development of girls 
  and boys. Psychological Bulletin, 132(1), 98-131. 
Rudman, L. (1998). Self-promotion as a risk factor for women: The costs and benefits of 
  counterstereotypical impression management. Journal of Personality and Social 
  Psychology, 74(3), 629-645. 
Rudman, L. A., & Fairchild, K. (2004). Reactions to Counterstereotypic Behavior: The Role 
  of Backlash in Cultural Stereotype Maintenance. Journal of Personality and Social 
  Psychology, 87(2), 157-176. 
Rudman, L. A., & Glick, P. (1999). Feminized management and backlash toward agentic 
  women: the hidden costs to women of a kinder, gentler image of middle managers. 
  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77(5), 1004-1010. 
Rudman, L. A., & Glick, P. (2001). Prescriptive gender stereotypes and backlash toward 
  agentic women. Journal of Social Issues, 57(4), 743-762. 
Rudman, L. A., & Heppen, J. B. (2003). Implicit romantic fantasies and women's interest in 
  personal power: A glass slipper effect?. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 
  29(11), 1357-1370. 
Rudman, L. A., Mescher, K., & Moss-Racusin, C. A. (2013). Reactions to gender egalitarian 
  men: Perceived feminization due to stigma-by-association. Group Processes & 
213 
 
 
  Intergroup Relations, 16(5), 572-599. 
Rudman, L. A., Moss-Racusin, C. A., Phelan, J. E., & Nauts, S. (2012). Status incongruity 
  and backlash effects: Defending the gender hierarchy motivates prejudice against 
  female leaders. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 48(1), 165-179. 
Russell, B. L., & Trigg, K. Y. (2004). Tolerance of sexual harassment: An examination of 
  gender differences, ambivalent sexism, social dominance, and gender roles. Sex Roles, 
  50(7), 565-573. 
Saguy, T., Tausch, N., Dovidio, J. F., & Pratto, F. (2009). The irony of harmony: Intergroup 
  contact can produce false expectations for equality. Psychological Science, 20(1), 
  114-121. 
Schaller, M., Boyd, C., Yohannes, J., & O'brien, M. (1995). The prejudiced personality 
  revisited: Personal need for structure and formation of erroneous group stereotypes. 
  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 68(3), 544. 
Scheepers, D. (2009). Turning social identity threat into challenge: Status stability and 
  cardiovascular reactivity during inter-group competition. Journal of Experimental 
  Social Psychology, 45(1), 228-233. 
Scheepers, D., & Ellemers, N. (2005). When the pressure is up: The assessment of social 
  identity threat in low and high status groups. Journal of Experimental Social 
  Psychology, 41(2), 192-200. 
Scheepers, D., Ellemers, N., & Sintemaartensdijk, N. (2009). Suffering from the possibility 
  of status loss: Physiological responses to social identity threat in high status groups. 
  European Journal of Social Psychology, 39(6), 1075-1092. 
Schein, V. E. (2007). Women in management: reflections and projections. Women in 
  Management Review, 22(1), 6-18. 
Schein, V. E., Mueller, R., Lituchy, T., & Liu, J. (1996). Think manager-think male: A 
  global phenomenon? Journal of Organizational Behavior, 33-41. 
Schlenker, J. A., Caron, S. L., & Halteman, W. A. (1998). A feminist analysis of Seventeen 
  magazine: Content analysis from 1945 to 1995. Sex Roles, 38(1-2), 135-149. 
Schmader, T. (2002). Gender identification moderates stereotype threat effects on women's 
  math performance. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 38(2), 194-201. 
Schmader, T., Major, B., Eccleston, C. P., & McCoy, S. K. (2001). Devaluing domains in 
  response to threatening intergroup comparisons: perceived legitimacy and the status 
  value asymmetry. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80(5), 782-796. 
Schmitt, M. T., Branscombe, N. R., & Postmes, T. (2003). Women's emotional responses to 
214 
 
 
  the pervasiveness of gender discrimination. European Journal of Social Psychology, 
  33(3), 297-312. 
Schmitt, D. P., & Buss, D. M. (1996). Strategic Self-promotion and Competitor Derogation. 
  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70(6), 1185-1204. 
Schneider, B. E. (1982). Consciousness about sexual harassment among heterosexual and 
  lesbian women workers. Journal of Social Issues, 38(4), 75-98. 
Schneider, B. H., Benenson, J., Fülöp, M., Berkics, M., & Sándor, M. (2011). Cooperation 
  and competition. The Wiley-Blackwell Handbook of Childhood Social Development, 
  Second Edition, 472-490. 
Schönbrodt, F. D., & Perugini, M. (2013). At what sample size do correlations stabilize? 
  Journal of Research in Personality, 47(5), 609-612. 
Sealy, R. (2010). Changing perceptions of meritocracy in senior women's careers. Gender in 
  Management: An International Journal, 25(3), 184-197. 
Sealy, R. H., & Singh, V. (2010). The importance of role models and demographic context 
  for senior women's work identity development. International Journal of Management 
  Reviews, 12(3), 284-300. 
Sesko, A. K., & Biernat, M. (2010). Prototypes of race and gender: The invisibility of Black 
  women. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 46(2), 356-360. 
Settles, I. H. (2006). Use of an intersectional framework to understand Black women’s racial 
  and gender identities. Sex Roles, 54(9-10), 589-601. 
Sibley, C. G., & Wilson, M. S. (2004). Differentiating hostile and benevolent sexist attitudes 
  toward positive and negative sexual female subtypes. Sex Roles, 51(11-12), 687-696. 
Sidanius, J., & Pratto, F. (1993). The inevitability of oppression and the dynamics of social 
  dominance. Prejudice, politics, and the American dilemma, 173-211. 
Sharma, S., Mukherjee, S., Kumar, A., & Dillon, W.R. (2005). A simulation study to 
  investigate the use of cutoff values for assessing model fit in covariance structure 
  models. Journal of Business Research, 58, 935-43. 
Sheppard, L. D., & Aquino, K. (2013). Much ado about nothing? Observers' problematization 
  of women's same-sex conflict at work. The Academy of Management Perspectives, 
  27(1), 52-62. 
Sheppard, L. D., & Aquino, K. (2014). Sisters at Arms A Theory of Female Same-Sex 
  Conflict and Its Problematization in Organizations. Journal of Management. 
Shields, S. A. (2008). Gender: An intersectionality perspective. Sex Roles, 59(5-6), 301-311. 
215 
 
 
Shute, R., Owens, L., & Slee, P. (2002). “You just stare at them and give them daggers”: 
  Nonverbal Expressions of Social Aggression in Teenage Girls. International Journal 
  of Adolescence and Youth, 10(4), 353-372. 
Spencer, S. J., Steele, C. M., & Quinn, D. M. (1999). Stereotype threat and women's math 
  performance. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 35(1), 4-28. 
Staines, G., Tavris, C., & Jayaratne, T. E. (1974). The queen bee syndrome. Psychology 
  Today, 7(8), 55-60. 
Steele, C. M. (1988). The psychology of self-affirmation: Sustaining the integrity of the self. 
  Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 21, 261-302. 
Steele, C. M. (1997). A threat in the air: How stereotypes shape intellectual identity and 
  performance. American Psychologist, 52(6), 613-629 
Steele, C. M., & Aronson, J. (1995). Stereotype threat and the intellectual test performance of 
  African Americans. Journal of personality and social psychology, 69(5), 797-811. 
Steenkamp, J. B. E., & Baumgartner, H. (1998). Assessing measurement invariance in cross- 
  national consumer research. Journal of Consumer Research, 25(1), 78-90. 
Straus, M. A., Hamby, S. L., Boney-McCoy, S., & Sugarman, D. B. (1999). The Personal and 
  Relationships Profile (PRP). Durham, NH: University of New Hampshire, Family 
  Research Laboratory. 
Straus, M. A., & Mouradian, V. E. (1999). Preliminary psychometric data for the personal 
  and relationships profile (PRP): A multi-scale tool for clinical screening and research 
  on partner violence. American Society of Criminology, Toronto, Ontario. 
Streeter, S. A., & McBurney, D. H. (2003). Waist-hip ratio and attractiveness: New evidence 
  and a critique of “a critical test”. Evolution and Human Behavior, 24(2), 88-96. 
Strough, J., & Berg, C. A. (2000). Goals as a Mediator of Gender Differences in High 
  Affiliation Dyadic Conversations. Developmental Psychology, 36(1), 117-25. 
Sutton, R. M., Elder, T. J., & Douglas, K. M. (2006). Reactions to internal and external 
  criticism of outgroups: Social convention in the intergroup sensitivity effect. 
  Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32(5), 563-575. 
Swim, J. K., Aikin, K. J., Hall, W. S., & Hunter, B. A. (1995). Sexism and Racism: Old 
  fashioned and modern prejudices. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
  68(2), 199-214. 
Szymanski, D. M., Chung, Y. B., & Balsam, K. F. (2001). Psychosocial correlates of 
  internalized homophobia in lesbians. Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling and 
  Development, 34(1), 27-38. 
216 
 
 
Szymanski, D. M., Gupta, A., Carr, E. R., & Stewart, D. (2009). Internalized misogyny as a 
  moderator of the link between sexist events and women’s psychological distress. Sex 
  Roles, 61(1-2), 101-109. 
Szymanski, D. M., & Kashubeck-West, S. (2008). Mediators of the relationship between 
  internalized oppressions and lesbian and bisexual women's psychological distress. The 
  Counseling Psychologist, 36(4), 575-594. 
Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2001). Using multivariate statistics (4th ed.) New York: 
  Harper Collins. 
Tannen, D. (1990). You Just Don’t Understand: Women and Men in Conversation. = 
  Ballantine, New York. 
Tanenbaum, L. (2003). Catfight: Why women compete with each other. Finch Publishing. 
Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1979). An integrative theory of intergroup conflict. In W.G. 
  Austin & S. Worchel (Eds.), The social psychology of intergroup relations. Monterey: 
  Brooks/Cole Publishing Company. 
Tassinary, L. G., & Hansen, K. A. (1998). A critical test of the waist-to-hip-ratio hypothesis 
  of female physical attractiveness. Psychological Science, 9(2), 150-155. 
Thornton, L. J. (2013). “Time of the month” on Twitter: Taboo, stereotype and bonding in a 
  no-holds-barred public arena. Sex Roles, 68(1-2), 41-54. 
Tougas, F., Brown, R., Beaton, A. M., & Joly, S. (1995). Neosexism: Plus ça change, plus 
  c'est pareil. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 21(8), 842-849. 
Travaglia, L. K., Overall, N. C., & Sibley, C. G. (2009). Benevolent and hostile sexism and 
  preferences for romantic partners. Personality and Individual Differences, 47(6), 599- 
  604. 
Trivers, R. (1972). Parental investment and sexual selection. Sexual Selection & the Descent 
  of Man, Aldine de Gruyter, New York, 136-179. 
Turner, J. C., & Brown, R. (1978). Social status, cognitive alternatives and intergroup 
  relations. In H. Tajfel (Ed.), Differentiation between social groups: Studies in the 
  social psychology of intergroup relations, 201-234. New York: Academic Press. 
Vaillancourt, T., & Sharma A. (2011). Intolerance of sexy peers: Intrasexual competition 
  among women. Aggressive Behavior, 37(6), 569-577. 
Van Berkum, J. J., Holleman, B., Nieuwland, M., Otten, M., & Murre, J. (2009). Right or 
  wrong? The brain's fast response to morally objectionable statements. Psychological 
  Science, 20(9), 1092-1099. 
van Zomeren, M., Postmes, T., & Spears, R. (2008). Toward an Integrative Social Identity 
217 
 
 
  Model of Collective Action: A Quantitative Research Synthesis of Three Socio 
  Psychological Perspectives. Psychological Bulletin, 134(4), 504-535. 
Valen, K. (2010). The Twisted Sisterhood: Unraveling the Dark Legacy of Female 
  Friendships. Ballantine Books. 
Vaughan, G. M. (1978). Social change and intergroup preferences in New Zealand. European 
  Journal of Social Psychology, 8, 297-314. 
Viki, G. T., Massey, K., & Masser, B. (2005). When chivalry backfires: Benevolent sexism 
  and attitudes toward Myra Hindley. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 10(1), 
  109-120. 
Verkuyten, M., & Reijerse, A. (2008). Intergroup structure and identity management among 
  ethnic minority and majority groups: The interactive effects of perceived stability, 
  legitimacy, and permeability. European Journal of Social Psychology, 38(1), 106- 
  127. 
Wagner, J. A. (1995). Studies of individualism-collectivism: Effects on cooperation in 
  groups. Academy of Management Journal, 38(1), 152-173. 
Walley-Jean, J. C. (2009). Debunking the myth of the "angry black woman": An exploration 
  of anger in young African American women. Black Women, Gender & Families, 3(2), 
  68-86. 
Weiner, B. (1980). A cognitive (attribution) − emotion-action model of motivated behavior. 
  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 39(2), 186-200. 
Werhun, C. D., & Penner, A. J. (2010). The effects of stereotyping and implicit theory on 
  benevolent prejudice toward Aboriginal Canadians. Journal of Applied Social 
  Psychology, 40(4), 899-916. 
West, C. M. (1995). Mammy, Sapphire, and Jezebel: Historical images of Black women and 
  their implications for psychotherapy. Psychotherapy, 32(3), 458-466. 
Whittier, N. (1995). Feminist Generations: The Persistence of the Radical Women's 
  Movement. Philadelphia: Temple University Press. 
Williams, L. J., & Holahan, P. J. (1994). Parsimony‐ based fit indices for multiple‐ indicator 
  models: Do they work? Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal,  
  1(2), 161-189. 
Wilson, L., & Rogers, R. W. (1975). The fire this time: Effects of race of target, insult, and 
  potential retaliation on Black aggression. Journal of Personality and Social 
  Psychology, 32(5), 857-864. 
Winslow, C., & Brainerd, J. (1950). A comparison of reaction of whites and Negroes to 
218 
 
 
  frustration as measured by the Rosenzweig Picture-Frustration Test. American 
  Psychologist, 5(7), 297. 
Wiseman, R. (2003). Queen bees and wannabes: Helping your daughter survive cliques, 
  gossip, boyfriends, and other realities of adolescence. 
Worchel, S., & Arnold, S. E. (1973). The effects of censorship and attractiveness of the 
  censor on attitude change. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 9(4), 365-377. 
Wortman, C. B., & Brehm, J. W. (1975). Responses to uncontrollable outcomes: An 
  integration of reactance theory and the learned helplessness model. Advances in 
  Experimental Social Psychology, 8, 277-336. 
Wright, S. C. (2001). Restricted intergroup boundaries: Tokenism, ambiguity, and the 
  tolerance of injustice. In J. T. Jost & B. Major (Eds.), The psychology of legitimacy: 
  Emerging perspectives on ideology justice and intergroup relations (pp. 223-254). 
  Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.  
Wright, S. C., Taylor, D. M., & Moghaddam, F. M. (2001). Responding to membership in a 
  disadvantaged group: From acceptance to collective protest. In M.A.Hogg & D. 
  Abrams (Eds.), Intergroup relations: Essential readings (pp. 337–351). Philadelphia, 
  PA: Psychology Press/Taylor & Francis. 
Yodanis, C. L., & Straus, M. A. (1996). You can’t live with them and you can’t live without 
  them: Gender hostility and its measurement. Paper presented at the annual meeting of 
  the Eastern Sociological Society, Boston, United States of America. 
Young, M., Penhollow, T. M., & Bailey, W. C. (2010). Hooking-up and condom provision: Is 
  there a double standard?. American Journal of Health Studies, 25(3), 156-164. 
Zaikman, Y., & Marks, M. J. (2014). Ambivalent sexism and the sexual double standard. Sex 
  Roles, 71(9-10), 333-344. 
Zald, M. N., & Ash, R. (1966). Social movement organizations: Growth, decay and change. 
 Social Forces, 327-341. 
Zald, M. N., & McCarthy, J. D. (1979). Social movement industries: Competition and 
  cooperation among movement organizations. Research in Social Movements: Conflict 
  and Change, 3, 1–20.
219 
 
 
Appendix A: Supplementary Positive and Negative Ingroup Stereotyping Analyses 
                                    Using Partial Correlations for Chapter 3 
‘  Similar to the method used by Cadinu et al. (2013), negative ingroup stereotyping was 
calculated using within-participant partial correlations between the group ratings on negative 
stereotype relevant traits and ratings of the ingroup member, partialling out social desirability 
ratings. The same procedure was repeated for the stereotype irrelevant traits. The same 
procedure was used to calculate positive ingroup stereotyping, using the group and ingroup 
member ratings on the positive relevant and irrelevant traits instead. Within-participants 
correlations were Fischer Z transformed. 
   Two hierarchical multiple regressions were conducted on participants’ hostility 
toward women and hostility toward men scores, respectively. Partial correlations for positive 
and negative ingroup stereotyping and participant gender were entered in at Block 1, and the 
interaction terms between ingroup stereotyping and participant gender were entered in at 
Block 2 (see Table S1 for beta weights and semi-partial correlations). 
Hostility Toward Men 
  Block 1 was significant, F(3, 230) = 5.46, p = .001.  Of the predictors, only 
participant gender was significantly associated with hostility toward men and women, such 
that female participants reported greater hostility toward men and women, respectively. 
Neither positive nor negative ingroup stereotyping were significantly associated with either 
criterion, and these relationships were not moderated by participant gender, F(2, 228) = 0.88, 
p = .418.   
Hostility Toward Women  
  Block 1 was significant F(2, 230) = 4.61, p = .004. Although the predictors in Block 2 
did not account for a significant proportion of variance over and above that accounted for by 
the predictors entered in Block 1  F(2, 228) = 2.56, p = .080, a significant two-way 
interaction was observed between negative ingroup stereotyping and participant gender. 
However, simple slopes analysis showed no significant effects for men b(230) = -0.10, p = 
.133, or women b(230) = 0.08, p = .198 (see Figure S1).
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Table S1 
 
Standardized and unstandardized coefficients and semi-partial correlations for hostility 
toward men and women and ingroup stereotyping using partial correlations. 
Variables  sr2 b 
Hostility Toward Men    
      Negative ingroup stereotyping -.03 .01 -.02 
      Positive ingroup stereotyping .09 .01 .04 
      Participant gender -.22* 0.05 -.09 
                                                           R2 =.07* 
Interaction terms with participant gender 
   
      Negative ingroup stereotyping -.01 .00 -.01 
      Positive ingroup stereotyping -.09 .01 -.04 
                                                            R2 =.07    
                                                           R2ch= .01    
Hostility Toward Women    
      Negative ingroup stereotyping -.01 .00 -.01 
      Positive ingroup stereotyping -.04 .00 -.03 
      Participant gender -.24*** .06 -.13 
                                                           R2 =.06* 
Interaction terms with participant gender 
   
      Negative ingroup stereotyping -.15* .02 -.10 
      Positive ingroup stereotyping .08 .00 .05 
                                                            R2 =.08    
                                                           R2ch= .02    
*p < .05 ** p < .01 ***p < .001 
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Figure S1. Hostility Toward Women as a function of negative ingroup stereotyping and 
participant gender.  
 
      Discussion 
  Although consistent main effects of participant gender were observed between the 
partial correlation and mean score regressions, only the latter analyses found a significant 
effect of ingroup stereotyping. We argue that the results of these regressions are more 
reliable, as the partial correlation regressions were missing data from almost half the sample 
which may lead to a systematic bias in estimating parameters. Therefore the partial 
correlation regressions will not be interpreted further
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Appendix B: Full CFA on Women’s Intra- and Inter-Gender Hostility for Chapter 3 
 
   The chi-square value for the overall model fit was significant, 2 (34) = 100.19, p 
<.001, suggesting a lack of fit between the hypothesised model and the data. Examination of 
the other fit indices showed satisfactory fit, with IFI = .92, CFI = .92, RMSEA = .10, SRMR 
= .06. However, inspection of the modification indices suggested that freeing the covariances 
between error terms would improve model fit. 
 Specifically, the modification indices suggested freeing the covariance between the 
error terms for two items from the Hostility Toward Women sub-scale (HTW1 and HTW2). 
Covarying these error terms was theoretically justifiable because items 1 and 2 describe 
specific, negative behaviours that women can enact (Women are rude, Women treat men 
badly) while the remaining items encapsulate general negative attitudes toward women 
(Women irritate me a lot, I often feel resentful of women, I am easily frustrated by women). 
Thus we added this estimated parameter to the revised hypothesized model (Model 1b).  The 
chi-square value for the overall model fit was still significant, 2 (33) = 71.40, p <.001, 
suggesting poor fit. However, the other fit indices suggested excellent, IFI = .95, CFI = .95, 
and satisfactory fit, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .06 between the model and the data. A chi-
square difference test comparing the hypothesized model and 1b demonstrated that Model 1b 
had significantly better fit, 2 (1) = 28.79, p <.001.   
  The modification indices for Model 1b suggested that an additional covariance needed 
to be free to be estimated: between two error terms in the Hostility Toward Men sub-scale 
(HTM2 and HTM5; Model 1c). This modification was justifiable as both items assessed 
specific, negative behaviours/actions that men can enact (Men are rude, Men are more 
dishonest than women).  The chi-square value for the overall model fit was still significant, 2 
(32) = 56.94, p <.001, IFI = .97, CFI = .97, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .05. A chi-square 
difference test comparing Model 1b and 1c demonstrated that Model 1c had significantly 
better fit, 2 (1) = 14.46, p <.001. 
  The parameters were freed between two final error terms (HTM1 and HTM3) to 
enhance model fit according to the residual fit indices. This modification was justifiable as 
both items assessed men’s treatment of women (Men respect women, Men treat women 
badly). The chi-square value for the overall model fit was still significant, 2 (31) = 55.61, p 
<.001, Model 1d demonstrated excellent fit across both absolute fit indices, IFI = .97, CFI = 
.97, and satisfactory fit across both incremental fit indices, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .05. 
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However, a chi-square difference test comparing Model 1c and 1d demonstrated that Model 
1d did not have significantly better fit, 2 (1) = 1.33,  p = .249. Therefore, Model 1c was 
retained.
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Appendix C: Full CFA on Men’s Intra- and Inter-Gender Hostility for Chapter 3 
 
  The chi-square value for the hypothesized model fit was significant, 2 (34) = 138.35, 
p <.001, suggesting a lack of fit between the hypothesized model and the data. Examination 
of the other fit indices also showed a lack of fit, with IFI = .87, CFI = .87, RMSEA = .12, 
SRMR = .07. However, inspection of the modification indices also suggested freeing the 
covariances between error terms between HTW1 and HTW2. =Thus we added this estimated 
parameter to the revised hypothesized model (Model 2b).  The chi-square value for the 
overall model fit was still significant, 2 (33) = 85.21, p <.001, suggesting poor fit. However, 
the other fit indices only suggested satisfactory fit, IFI = .93, CFI = .93, RMSEA = .08, 
SRMR = .06 between the model and the data. A chi-square difference test comparing the 
hypothesized model and 2b demonstrated that Model 2b had significantly better fit, 2 (1) = 
53.64, p <.001.   
  The modification indices for Model 2b suggested that an additional covariance needed 
to be free to be estimated between two error terms in the Hostility Toward Men sub-scale 
(HTM1 and HTM3; Model 2c. The chi-square value for the overall model fit was still 
significant, 2 (32) = 76.35, p <.001, and the fit indices suggested satisfactory fit, IFI = .94, 
CFI = .94, RMSEA = .08, SRMR = .06. A chi-square difference test comparing Model 2b 
and 2c demonstrated that Model 2c had significantly better fit, 2 (1) = 8.86, p = .003. 
  The parameters were freed between another two error terms (HTM1 and HTM4) to 
enhance model fit (Model 2d). This modification was justifiable because men who don't 
respect women are irritating because they are violating male norms regarding chivalry and 
benevolence toward women (Men respect women, Men irritate me a lot). The chi-square 
value for the overall model fit was still significant, 2 (31) = 71.43, p <.001, and the fit 
indices demonstrated satisfactory fit, IFI = .95, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .08, SRMR = .06. 
However, a chi-square difference test comparing Model 2c and 2d demonstrated that Model 
2d had significantly better fit, 2 (1) = 4.92,  p = .027.  
  The parameters were freed between another two error terms (HTW2 and HTW4) to 
enhance model fit (Model 2e). This modification was justifiable because who disrespect men 
are frustrating and irritating because they're not grateful for all that men do for them (e.g. 
protection, providing for them; Women treat men badly, I often feel resentful of women). The 
chi-square value for the overall model fit was still significant, 2 (30) = 65.74, p <.001, and 
the fit indices demonstrated excellent fit, IFI = .90, CFI = .95, and satisfactory fit, RMSEA = 
225 
 
 
.07, SRMR = .05, respectively. A chi-square difference test comparing Model 2d and 2e 
demonstrated that Model 2e had significantly better fit, 2 (1) = 5.69,  p = .017. 
  In a final effort to enhance model fit, the parameters were freed between two final 
error terms (HTW2 and HTW3; Model 2f). This modification was justifiable because women 
who treat men badly are the targets of resentment because they also fail to appreciate all that 
men do for them; Women treat men badly, Women irritate me a lot). The chi-square value for 
the overall model fit was still significant, 2 (29) = 63.51, p <.001, and the fit indices 
demonstrated excellent fit, IFI = .96, CFI = .96, and satisfactory fit, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = 
.05, respectively. However, a chi-square difference test comparing Model 2d and 2e 
demonstrated that Model 2e had significantly better fit, 2 (1) = 5.69,  p = .017. Therefore, 
Model 2e was retained. 
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Appendix D: All Omnibus and Follow-up Tests for the Overall Group Ratings ANOVA 
in Chapter 3 
To demonstrate that gender stereotypes were endorsed by participants and validate the 
content of male and female gender stereotypes, a 2 (participant gender: male, female) x 2 
(group target: male, female) x 2 (trait valence: positive, negative) x 3 (trait stereotypicality: 
masculine, feminine, gender-irrelevant) mixed ANOVA was performed on the group ratings 
for men and women.  
  Three significant main effects were observed. First, the traits were seen as more 
characteristic of women (M = 4.08, SD = 0.86) than men (M = 4.03, SD = 0.63), F(1, 438) = 
5.06, p = .025, CI Mdiff [.006, .087], n
2 = .01. Further, participants rated the positive traits (M 
= 4.34, SD = 0.68) as being more characteristic than negative traits (M = 3.78, SD = 0.69), 
F(1, 438) = 315.28, p < .001, CI Mdiff [.506, .632], n
2 = .41. Finally, a main effect of trait 
stereotypicality F(1.78, 780.55) = 26.87, p < .001, n2 = .11, revealed that participants rated 
feminine traits (M = 4.15, SD = 0.90) as being more typical than masculine (M = 4.02, SD = 
.93), CI Mdiff [.060, .193] and gender irrelevant traits (M = 3.99, SD = 0.44), CI Mdiff [.109, 
.215]. Participants rated masculine and gender irrelevant traits as equally typical, CI Mdiff [-
.016, .086]. There was no significant main effect of participant gender, F(1, 438) = 0.27, p = 
.601, CI Mdiff [-.049, .084], n
2 < .01. 
  Five significant two-way interactions were observed, but these were qualified by two 
significant three-way interactions. As expected, there was a significant three-way interaction 
between group target, valence, and trait stereotypicality, F(2, 876) = 9.61, p < .001, n2 = .02. 
The simple effects of group target revealed that participants rated positive feminine traits as 
being more characteristic of women (M = 5.32, SD = 0.92) than men, (M = 3.54, SD = 0.86), 
F(1, 438) = 808.22, p < .001, CI Mdiff [1.66, 1.90], n
2 = .64. Negative feminine traits were 
also rated as being more characteristic of women (M = 4.39, SD = 0.99) than men (M = 3.34, 
SD = 0.91), F(1, 438 = 277.49, p < .001, CI Mdiff [.927, 1.175], n
2 = .38. Further, participants 
also rated positive masculine as being more characteristic of men (M = 4.79, SD = 0.79) than 
women (M = 3.68, SD = 0.84), F(1, 438) = 387.26, p < .001, CI Mdiff [.999, 1.221], n
2 = .46. 
Negative masculine traits were also rated as being more characteristic of men (M = 4.73, SD 
= 0.96) than women (M = 2.87, SD = 0.98), F(1, 438) = 705.66, p < .001, CI Mdiff [1.734, 
2.012], n2 = .61. Though negative gender irrelevant traits were attributed equally to men (M = 
3.64, SD = 0.88) and women (M = 3.64, SD = 0.90), F(1, 438) = 0.02, p = .886, CI Mdiff [-
.102, .088], n2 < .01, positive gender irrelevant characteristics were rated as being more 
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characteristic of women (M = 4.55, SD = 0.71) than men (M = 4.11, SD = 0.64), F(1, 438) = 
112.41, p < .001, CI Mdiff [.358, .522], n
2 = .20. This may be a reflection of the “women are 
wonderful” effect (Eagly & Mladinic, 1994) whereby people associate more positive 
attributes with women compared to men. 
   Looking at the simple effects for trait stereotypicality, participants rated positive 
feminine traits as being more typical of women than positive masculine CI Mdiff [1.489, 
1.789] and positive gender irrelevant traits, CI Mdiff [.672, .870], F(2, 437) = 352.26, p < 
.001, n2 = .61. Positive gender irrelevant traits were rated as being more typical of women 
than positive masculine traits, CI Mdiff [.747, .988]. Similarly, negative feminine traits were 
seen as more typical of women than negative masculine, CI Mdiff [1.366, 1.676] and negative 
gender irrelevant traits, CI Mdiff [.634, .868], F(2, 437) = 278.73, p < .001, n
2 = .56. Negative 
gender irrelevant traits were rated as being more typical of women than negative masculine 
traits, CI Mdiff [.660, .881].  
  Participants rated positive masculine characteristics are being more typical of men 
than positive feminine CI Mdiff [1.106, 1.393], and positive gender irrelevant traits, CI Mdiff 
[.577, .789], F(2, 437) = 217.35, p < .001, n2 = .49. Positive gender irrelevant traits were 
rated as being more typical of men than positive feminine traits, CI Mdiff [.472, .661], most 
likely because they are not status threatening like positive feminine traits. Similarly, negative 
masculine characteristics were perceived as being more typical of men than negative 
feminine, CI Mdiff [1.257, 1.549], and negative gender irrelevant traits, CI Mdiff [.969, 1.221], 
F(2, 437) = 291.30, p < .001, n2 = .57. Negative gender irrelevant traits were rated as being 
typical of men than negative feminine traits, CI Mdiff [.196, .419].  
  Looking at the simple effects for valence, participants rated positive feminine 
characteristics as being more typical of women than negative feminine characteristics, F(1, 
438) = 278.27, p < .001, CI Mdiff [.827, 1.048], n
2 = .38. Participants also rated positive 
masculine characteristics as being more typical of women than negative masculine 
characteristics, F(1, 438) = 307.07, p < .001, CI Mdiff [.728, .912], n
2 = .41, and positive 
gender irrelevant characteristics as being more typical of women than negative gender 
irrelevant characteristics, F(1, 438) = 211.52, p < .001, CI Mdiff [.793, 1.041], n
2 = .32. 
Similar results were found when evaluating trait typicality for men, in that participants rated 
positive feminine characteristics as being more typical of men than negative feminine 
characteristics, F(1, 439) = 16.04, p < .001, CI Mdiff [.107, .313], n
2 = .06 and positive gender 
irrelevant characteristics as being more typical of men than negative gender irrelevant 
characteristics, F(1, 439) = 71.78, p < .001, CI Mdiff [.360, .577], n
2 = .14. However, positive 
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and negative masculine characteristics were rated as being equally typical of men, F(1, 439) 
= 291.30, = .150, CI Mdiff [-0.21, .135], n
2 = .01. 
  There was also a significant three-way interaction between group target, trait 
stereotypicality, and participant gender. The simple effects were congruent with those 
described above in terms of participants’ tendency to ascribe men and women masculine and 
feminine traits, respectively. However, the simple effects for participant gender revealed that 
female participants rated feminine traits (M = 4.95, SD = 0.70) as being more characteristic of 
women than male participants (M = 4.76, SD = 0.71), F(1, 438) = 7.78, p = .006, CI Mdiff 
[.058, .338], n2 = .01. Similarly, male participants rated feminine traits as being more 
characteristic of men than female participants, F(1, 438) = 8.838, p = .005, CI Mdiff [.058, 
.316], n2 = .01. Male participants also rated gender irrelevant characteristics are being more 
typical of men than female participants, F(1, 438) = 7.58, p = .006, CI Mdiff [.038, .225], n
2 = 
.01. This gender difference in stereotyping was unexpected. However, it is important to note 
that the four-way interaction between group target, valence, trait stereotypicality, and 
participant gender was non-significant, F(1, 438) = 0.86, p = .427, n2 < .01, indicating that 
there are no gender differences in gender stereotyping when considering both trait valence 
and stereotypicality, which were of interest to us in the present study. Overall, these results 
provide evidence of gender stereotyping in our sample, and validate the content of the 
positive and negative masculine and feminine subscales used in subsequent analyses.
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Appendix E: All Omnibus and Follow-up Tests for the Legitimacy and Stability 
Manipulations in Study 1, Chapter 6 
Legitimacy Manipulation Check Items 
  There was a significant main effect of ingroup identification on the information check 
items, such that identification was negatively associated with legitimacy ratings, β = -.07, p = 
.017, sr2 < .01. There was a significant main effect of stability on the perception of status 
differences measure, β = -.09, p = .002, sr2 = .01, such that participants in the unstable 
condition evaluated status differences between men and women as more deserved (M = 2.55, 
SD = 1.52) than participants in the stable condition (M = 2.34, SD = 1.46). There was also a 
significant main effect of ingroup identification on the perception of status differences 
measure, β = -.10, p = .001, sr2 = .01, such that ingroup identification was negatively 
associated with legitimacy ratings. These effects were qualified by a significant ingroup 
identification x legitimacy interaction, β = -.11, p < .001, sr2 = .01. Analysis of simple slopes 
revealed that ingroup identification was negatively related to evaluations of legitimacy in the 
legitimate condition, b = -.21, p < .001. Looking at the simple slopes for legitimacy, higher, b 
= .53, p < .001, and lower identifiers, b = .82, p < .001, evaluated status differences as more 
deserved in the legitimate condition than the illegitimate condition. 
Stability Manipulation Check Items 
  There was a significant, but small, legitimacy x stability, β = -.06, p = .010, sr2 < .01, 
and ingroup identification x legitimacy x stability interaction, β = -.08, p = .001, sr2 = .01. 
For simplicity, I only report the follow up analyses for the 3-way interaction. Analysis of 
simple slopes showed that ingroup identification was negatively related to stability 
evaluations in the illegitimate-unstable, b = -.17, p = .034, and legitimate-stable conditions, b 
= -.11, p = .038. Looking at the simple slopes for legitimacy, higher identifiers evaluated 
status differences as more stable in the legitimate-unstable condition than the illegitimate-
unstable condition, b = .27, p = .002; and more stable in the illegitimate-stable condition than 
the legitimate-stable condition, b = -.22, p = .005. Looking at the simple slopes for stability, 
both higher, b = 1.54, p < .001, and lower identifiers, b = 1.19, p < .001, evaluated status 
differences as more stable in the illegitimate-stable condition than the illegitimate-unstable 
condition. Higher, b = 1.05, p = <.001, and lower identifiers, b = 1.26, p < .001, also 
evaluated status differences as more stable in the legitimate-stable condition than the 
legitimate-unstable condition, respectively. No other significant simple slopes were observed, 
all bs ≤. 02, all ps ≥ .233. Thus the manipulation worked for both higher and lower 
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identifiers, but the magnitude of the impact of the manipulation varied slightly by 
identification. 
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Appendix F: All Omnibus and Follow-up Tests for the Legitimacy and Permeability 
Manipulations in Study 2, Chapter 6 
Legitimacy Manipulation Check Items 
  There was a significant main effect of ingroup identification on the information check 
items, β = -.15, p <.001, sr2 = .02, such that ingroup identification was negatively associated 
with perceptions of legitimacy. However, this effect was qualified by a significant ingroup 
identification x legitimacy x permeability interaction, β = -.09, p =.005, sr2 = .01. Analyses of 
simple slopes indicated that ingroup identification was negatively associated with evaluations 
of competence and commitment in the legitimate-impermeable, b = -.13, p = .041, legitimate-
permeable condition, b = -.36, p < .001, and illegitimate-impermeable condition, b = -.12, p = 
.040. Looking at the simple slopes for legitimacy, both higher, b = .62, p < .001, and lower 
identifiers, b = .63, p < .001, thought that women were less competent and committed to their 
jobs in the legitimate-impermeable condition than the illegitimate-impermeable condition. 
Further, higher, b = .42, p < .001, and lower identifiers, b = .93, p < .001, both thought that 
women were less competent and committed to their jobs in the legitimate-permeable 
condition than the illegitimate-permeable condition. Looking at the simple slopes for 
permeability, lower identifiers thought that women were less competent and committed to 
their jobs in the legitimate-permeable condition than the legitimate-impermeable condition, b 
= .22, p = .011. No other significant simple slopes were observed, all bs ≤ .10, all ps ≥ .118. 
 There was a significant main effect of permeability on the information check items 
and the perception of status differences measure, all βs ≥ .11, all ps ≤ .001, sr2 ≥ .01, such 
that participants in the permeable condition evaluated status differences as more legitimate 
(M = 1.75, SD = 1.14) than participants in the illegitimate condition (M = 1.75, SD = 1.14).  
  A significant ingroup identification x legitimacy interaction was also observed on 
both sets of items, (β = -.07, ps = .030, sr2 = .01. Analysis of simple slopes revealed that 
ingroup identification was negatively related to evaluations of legitimacy in the legitimate 
condition (b = -.24, p < .001). Looking at the simple slopes for legitimacy, higher, b = .44, p 
< .001, and lower identifiers, b = .73, p < .001, evaluated status differences as more 
legitimate in the legitimate condition than the illegitimate condition. No other significant 
simple slopes were observed, all bs ≥ -.03, all ps ≥ .526.  
Permeability Manipulation Check Items 
  Significant ingroup identification x legitimacy x permeability interactions were 
observed on both manipulation check items, all βs ≥ -.07, all ps ≤ .026, all sr2 ≤ .01. For both 
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items, analysis of simple slopes indicated that ingroup identification was positively associated 
with perceptions of permeability in the legitimate-impermeable condition, all bs = .21, all ps 
≤ .009. Looking at the simple slopes for permeability, both higher, all bs ≥ .92, all ps ≤ .001, 
and lower identifiers, all bs ≥ .94, all ps ≤ .001, evaluated group boundaries as more 
permeable in the illegitimate-permeable condition than the illegitimate-impermeable 
condition. Higher, all bs ≥ .69, all ps ≤ .001, and lower identifiers, all bs ≥ 1.22, all ps ≤ .001, 
also evaluated group boundaries as more permeable in the legitimate-permeable condition 
than the legitimate-impermeable condition. No other significant simple slopes were observed, 
all bs ≤ -.20, all ps ≥ .063.  
